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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, You have blessed our
Nation with great leaders in every pe-
riod of our history. Today, our hearts
blend in oneness and our voices soar
above party loyalties to express our
gratitude to You for BOB DOLE. Quite
apart from Presidential politics, we
wish to thank You for the way that
You have used him here in the Senate
through the years. We affirm his lead-
ership; we admire his statesmanship;
we honor his patriotism.

Thank You for Your intervening in
his life to save him in World War II, for
preparing him through suffering and
pain to be empathetical of the needs of
others, and for opening doors for him
to serve his Nation here in the Con-
gress for the past 35 years.

We appreciate his plain-spoken, Kan-
sas way of expressing his faith. We
know that prayer has been the source
of the silent strength that has given
the Senator his remarkable resiliency,
constantly filling the wells of his being
with stability and courage. As brothers
and sisters of both parties in the Sen-
ate, we ask You to continue to bless
him and his wife Elizabeth as they
press forward in serving You and our
Nation. In the name of our Savior and
Lord. Amen.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able and distinguished majority leader,
Senator DOLE, is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Thank you, Mr. President.

THANKING THE CHAPLAIN
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I say a per-

sonal thanks to the Chaplain. I appre-
ciate it.
f

SCHEDULE
Mr. DOLE. As I understand it, the

Senate will consider Senate Concurrent
Resolution 57, the concurrent budget
resolution. Under the order last night,
Senator DASCHLE or his designee will
offer the President’s budget this morn-
ing, and we can expect a rollcall vote
on or in relation to that amendment
hopefully before noon today.

There will probably be a late session
tonight. There will be an effort to try
to complete action on the budget reso-
lution sometime this evening. If that
cannot be done, obviously, it will be
done tomorrow. I am advised there is
still a lot of time remaining. The Re-
publicans have 20 hours and 57 minutes;
the Democrats have 19 hours and 39
minutes. That is 40 hours and 36 min-
utes. It is 9:30 a.m. It may be difficult
to finish it this evening. But these
things do have a way of moving once
we get started. So I know the managers
on each side would appreciate coopera-
tion of our colleagues who have amend-
ments.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
GORTON], will manage on this side, so I
yield the floor.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senate will now resume
consideration of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 57, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. I suggest the absence

of a quorum and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be charged equally on both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3965

(Purpose: Setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Government
for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
and 2002)
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as agreed

to yesterday, at this time I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for
himself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DODD, and Mr.
KERRY, proposes an amendment numbered
3965.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in the ar-
rangement between myself and the
Budget Committee chairman, Senator
DOMENICI, I am offering this amend-
ment today as a substitute for the
basic Republican amendment that was
laid down when we began the budget
debate yesterday by the chairman of
the Budget Committee.
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The amendment that I am offering is

very clear cut. It is not difficult to un-
derstand. I am proposing the Presi-
dent’s 7-year, CBO certified balanced
budget as a substitute to the Repub-
lican budget that is now before the
Senate.

Let us turn back the clock to a year
ago. That is when my Republican col-
leagues pulled our leg on the Senate
floor. The Republicans offered the
President’s budget recommendation as
a substitute for their own amendment.
They offered that as a substitute reso-
lution. As a result of that, they had a
good laugh at our expense as the
amendment was voted down 99 to 0,
with this Senator, the ranking Demo-
crat on the Budget Committee, voting
with the 99.

But what a difference a year makes.
It is not only a different year, Mr.
President. It is a different budget. And
I do not think my colleagues on the
other side would be smirking if they
did the same thing this year as they
did last year, but, of course, there is no
indication that they will do that. It
would not be the meaningless, hollow
political gesture that it was in May
1995. This President’s balanced budget
is real in every sense of the word, and
it is certified to be in balance by the
Congressional Budget Office.

Throughout last year I heard one
chorus from the Republican majority.
They repeated it over and over again:
‘‘Mr. President, give us a 7-year bal-
anced budget, certified by the Congres-
sional Budget Office.’’ I was urging the
President to do the same thing. The
difference was that I was interested in
sound budget politics rather than par-
tisan politics. It is now a done deal.
The President has complied with what
the Republicans were seeking and what
this Senator was seeking.

Now we hear something different
from the Republicans. In order to avoid
dealing with the President, House
Budget Chairman KASICH has now re-
versed course and tells CNN, ‘‘The
problem is, of course, not in the num-
bers.’’ It is the extremist Republican
philosophy that President Clinton and
mainstream Americans have soundly
rejected, but they are still on that
course. For my colleagues who still be-
lieve that honest numbers are impor-
tant, here is a product, the President’s
budget, far superior to the Republican
budget that is now on the floor. For, as
the Republican budget delivers fresh
and needless pain, across the years, the
President’s budget is a smart mixture
of fiscal constraint and compassion.

The President’s budget achieves bal-
ance in 7 years, but it does so without
the terrible burden being brought on
our senior citizens, working families,
and the most vulnerable in America. It
reflects the values and the priorities of
the American people. It protects Medi-
care benefits and it protects Medicare
beneficiaries. It invests in our chil-
dren’s education, it protects the envi-
ronment from the search-and-destroy
right wing radicals. It preserves nurs-

ing home standards and nursing home
benefits. It prevents ordinary Ameri-
cans from going broke to pay for nurs-
ing home care.

As I noted a few moments ago, this
will be the last budget resolution of my
Senate career, and I thank President
Clinton for saving the best for last, as
far as this Senator is concerned. In my
18 years in this great body, I cannot
think of another budget that better
hits the mark right from the start. I
cannot think of another budget that I
could endorse so eagerly. I cannot
think of another budget that ordinary
Americans could so readily call their
own.

Having said that, of course the Presi-
dent’s budget is not without some
flaws as far as this Senator is con-
cerned. We could all find things on
which we would disagree. There is al-
ways a pea under the mattress that ir-
ritates one or more of the 100 Members
of this body. And there are some things
in the President’s budget that cause
me some concern. But what we are
talking about here is a document that
I am introducing today that I hope
would be the basic model that we
would begin from, rather than the
budget proposal endorsed and put to-
gether and offered by the Republican
majority. In other words, I, too, would
hope we could do some fine tuning on
the President’s budget, which I think is
necessary.

But I want to be clear on this point:
The underlying mechanism in this
budget, which is fiscal restraint cou-
pled with protecting our economic in-
vestments so vital to America, is syn-
chronized and in fine working order,
but I would certainly entertain some
amendments to it.

After 18 years in the Senate, I harbor
few illusions that there will be a mass
conversion on the other side of the
table to what I consider to be my rea-
sonable appeal. I ask my colleagues,
however, to have a serious discussion
and have a serious look at the amend-
ment I am offering.

For too many months we have been
talking at each other and not with
each other about how to balance the
budget in 7 years. This Presidential
proposal is a serious and a honest budg-
et, and I hope all of my colleagues will
approach this amendment in that spirit
so we can move ahead in an expeditious
fashion.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time, and I yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we are

now beginning a debate over the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal for 1997 and for
succeeding years. In a very real sense,
the fact that we are debating this pro-
posal represents a major step forward
from the situation in which we found
ourselves last year.

As my friend, the Senator from Ne-
braska, has pointed out, last year it
was members of the Republican Party

who put up the President’s budget to be
voted on and voted down. Members of
his own party were not willing, system-
atically, to defend that budget. Be-
cause, Mr. President, as you will re-
member, last year the debate was fixed
very firmly on the proposition that one
side, the new Republican majority, felt
it vitally important not only to prom-
ise a balanced budget at some time in
the future, but to make the very dif-
ficult policy decisions that were re-
quired to assure that the budget was,
in fact, balanced.

We succeeded in doing so. We suc-
ceeded in doing so so well that during
the entire period of time in which it
looked as though this promise would be
kept, interest rates declined all across
the country. What did that mean? It
meant that people buying homes paid
less in the way of interest on their
mortgages and therefore were more
likely to be able to afford to buy a
home or to buy a better home. It
meant that businesses, small and large,
paid less in interest and were therefore
able to increase their productivity and
increase the jobs that they had to offer
and increase the quality and compensa-
tion for the jobs which they did offer.
In other words, even a binding promise
to reach balance in the future that was
believable had a positive impact on our
economy, and by the year of balance,
2002, it would have meant at least $1,000
per family in the pockets of the aver-
age American family.

During the entire development of
that balanced budget, the other side re-
fused to come up with any alternative
that would reach that balance, and the
struggle was between a group of Repub-
licans who felt it absolutely unethical
and immoral to continue to spend
money by the hundreds of billions of
dollars, the bills for which we sent to
our children and grandchildren, and a
side led by the President who felt this
was not relevant and was unimportant.

Beginning in December, however, and
culminating with the offer of this Pres-
idential budget, we have had, in fact,
at least lip service—and I must say
that lip service is important to the
proposition that a balanced budget is
of great help to all Americans by re-
moving some of the burdens of Govern-
ment from their shoulders, by freeing
them up and, implicitly, leaving more
of their hard-earned money in their
own pockets.

Unfortunately, however, doing that
job is more difficult. It is harder work
than the President of the United States
is willing to undertake.

His dedication to the proposition is
welcome. The product itself is seri-
ously flawed. As a consequence, that
makes even less valid his characteriza-
tion of our efforts as being extreme in
nature. In fact, the President has never
made any real steps in our direction,
even when compromises and modifica-
tions were made on the part of the
Speaker of the House and the majority
leader of the Senate and the distin-
guished chairman of our Budget Com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI.
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So we now have a unity with respect

to our goals, but a dramatic difference
in connection with the way in which
those goals are reached. What we have
in this proposal, the amendment that
is the subject matter before the Senate
right now, is spending increases in 1997,
rather than a move on a steady path of
lowering spending so that we reach a
goal on a gradual but even path be-
tween now and the year 2002, 6 years
from today.

What we get are a series of mecha-
nisms and gimmicks rather than
choices that do require the Congres-
sional Budget Office to show reduced
spending and reduced deficits, though
there is not a single detail as to how
we get there in the key years right
after the turn of the century.

More accurately, if we look at the
policy judgments that are contained in
this Presidential budget, we see that it
has a deficit of $84 billion in the year
2002, according to the Congressional
Budget Office. Mr. President, $84 bil-
lion is not a modest amount of money
by any stretch of the imagination, just
under $100 billion after 6 more years of
lip service to a balanced budget and at
that—to get to that figure, our one-
time savings and assets sales, which is
immediately after that year, will have
resulted—the budget deficit would in-
crease very, very substantially.

So this proposal is a very modest
step in the right direction, but it is not
a balanced budget. It is not a serious
attempt to make decisions now that
will lead to a balanced budget. It is, in
fact, a promise of very difficult choices
for the President after next, for the
President who is elected not in 1996 but
in the year 2000.

What are the gimmicks, what are the
mechanisms that allow this to be de-
termined as a balanced budget that
are, in fact, no more than gimmicks? A
discretionary trigger, No. 1; an end to
the tax reductions that are called for
in the bill, No. 2; outrageous shell
games with respect to Medicare, one of
the vital social safety nets in our en-
tire society; welfare reform that is not
reform; and a number of other sleights
of hand.

Let us go to some of the gimmicks
first. This proposal increases domestic
discretionary spending for next year,
the one year of the budget that is abso-
lutely binding, by $10 billion, so that
the President, during the course of the
reelection campaign, can point to a
wide variety of increases in programs
supported by various interest groups
and by large numbers of people.

Then from 1998 to 2002, there are a
significant number of cuts, none of
which is specified, none of which can be
attacked because they are amorphous.
They are simply figures on the wall
without any detail to back them up.

Finally, for the last 2 years, the
President calls for increased discre-
tionary spending, even though the Con-
gressional Budget Office says that the
trigger mechanism to balance the
budget included in this proposal will

reduce discretionary spending by $45
billion in the year 2002 alone. But
worse than that—worse than that, Mr.
President—as gimmicky as it is, is the
President’s treatment of Medicare.
This budget takes one of the most vital
elements of Medicare, an element that
is now protected by being in the Medi-
care trust fund, paid for by the payroll
taxes that each of us at work pays
every single year: Home health care,
not an insubstantial program, Mr.
President, which costs $55 billion. It is
taken out of the trust fund by the
President’s proposal, out of the protec-
tion of the trust fund in order that the
President can show that the trust fund
stays solvent for a longer period of
time than would otherwise be the case,
and transfers it we really know not
where.

In one sense, this Presidential budget
says, ‘‘Well, we’re going to transfer
home health care to Medicare part B,’’
the part that pays for physicians’ fees
in Medicare, an element of Medicare
that is not covered by the trust fund,
an element of which about 75 percent is
paid by general taxes, that is to say,
the deficit, and 25 percent by premiums
paid by the beneficiaries.

Medicare part B, of course, is vol-
untary. It is such a good deal that
there is practically no one eligible for
it who does not take it when you are
only paying 25 percent of its cost. But
it is voluntary. So home health care at
one level is transferred into part B. But
it does not become voluntary, it is still
there. It is not subject to any of the co-
payments that are a part of part B. It
is not subject to the 25-percent pre-
mium cost that part B is subject to
otherwise. So, in fact, it simply be-
comes a completely, totally, absolutely
unfunded entitlement, Mr. President.

What does that mean? It means $55
billion a year more in bills transferred
to working Americans, out of the trust
fund, which they are already paying
and—incidentally, those payments are
not cut at all—simply into the general
fund to be added to the deficit.

That does one of three things, Mr.
President: either it greatly increases
the deficit by that $55 billion, or it will
result in a tax increase of $55 billion on
the American people, a new tax, or at
some point or another, when things get
tough, it just will not be paid for at all,
and it will disappear, home health care
will disappear.

Mr. President, I use the word ‘‘gim-
mick.’’ This does not really get appro-
priately covered by the word ‘‘gim-
mick.’’ This is a fraud. This is some-
thing to which people are entitled now,
that is being paid for now, that is in a
trust fund now, that suddenly is just
hanging out there with a new bill for
the American people.

There are other gimmicks in the
Medicare cuts that are in the Presi-
dent’s budget. The amount of money he
claims to save is not saved, according
to the scoring of the Congressional
Budget Office, what they come up with
for it. There are more triggers on the

amounts of money for outpatient hos-
pital services. There is a new entitle-
ment program for workers temporarily
unemployed, but it sunsets in the year
2000.

Taxes on working families, college
students, and small businesses will be
increased in the year 2001. Payroll
taxes will be accelerated at that par-
ticular period of time, Mr. President.
And these really are gimmicks. A
whole slew of asset sales are pushed
into the year 2002 to show a one-time
balance with, of course, no balance
thereafter.

There is a spectrum auction of spec-
trum for the year 2002, of spectrum
that will not be returned to the Fed-
eral Government until 2005, even if it is
ready to be returned at that particular
time. Will it get less money than if it
were auctioned at the time it is actu-
ally available? Obviously those will be
lower.

So as CBO indicates that they will be
$6 billion short, there is just a contin-
gent $6 billion charge on broadcasters
to make up the difference for the year
2002. Governors Island in New York
Harbor is going to be deserted after
1998, but it will not be sold until 2002 so
that it can balance the budget in that
year. The strategic petroleum reserve,
the Weeks Island Naval Petroleum Re-
serve—the same thing, they get sold
long after we have assumed that they
would be sold to balance the budget in
that year.

In welfare, the President’s welfare re-
form program does not require its re-
cipients to be enrolled in Work First
until 2003 so that the payment for their
new education and training manage-
ment does not begin until later.

So even if you accept all of the gim-
micks, all of the tax increases, all of
the unspecified spending cuts, to get us
to balance in 2002, it all goes to hell in
a hand basket immediately thereafter.

Mr. President, I have only begun to
list the gimmicks and the outrageous
transfers of responsibility that are in-
cluded in this proposal. It just is not
serious. Successive speakers will speak
to some of the circular reasoning that
is contained in this proposal. It is a
proposal that is very comfortable for
next year, one in many respects in con-
nection with discretionary spending I
wish that I could support, but one I
cannot support when it does not really
reform entitlements, when it leaves all
of the heavy lifting to the President
after next, and when it leaves that
President after next with a huge un-
funded liability in the third year of his
or her Presidency.

As I said to begin these remarks, Mr.
President, it is a major step forward to
have a commitment to a balanced
budget on the part of the President of
the United States. But when that com-
mitment is lip service only, when there
is no heavy lifting, when there are no
serious reductions or serious policy
changes, we have not even gotten half-
way. We should be and we are grateful
that we are halfway.
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I am grateful that the Senate is actu-

ally seriously debating two—no, three
before we are done—serious possibili-
ties. I will support two of those possi-
bilities, the bipartisan budget which
will come up, I suspect tomorrow, and
the Republican one because, while they
take a slightly different path, they
both deal seriously with the problem of
balancing the budget. They have a real
balanced budget. They have policy de-
cisions that will affect the years not
directly covered by this budget as well
as those that are covered by it. I regret
to say that the proposal that we have
before us this minute does none of
those things. Lipservice, Mr. President,
is not enough. Action is required.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we are

hearing repeatedly today what we
heard from the Republican side of the
aisle yesterday—every time it is said I
intend to correct it—and that is that
the President’s budget is not in bal-
ance.

As I said in my opening remarks yes-
terday, and in my opening remarks
this morning, contrary to the state-
ments that are being made from that
side of the aisle, the President’s budget
is certified to be in balance by the Con-
gressional Budget Office. Lest we for-
get what that is, the Congressional
Budget Office is run and managed by a
Republican appointee whom I sup-
ported to be the head of that organiza-
tion.

The Congressional Budget Office,
whether run by a Democrat or Repub-
lican, has always been considered to be
about as fair as you can get with re-
gard to certifying numbers.

I quote once again, as I did yester-
day—and I will keep quoting it today
every time somebody on that side of
the aisle says that the President’s
budget is not balanced—and that is
this quote from the Congressional
Budget Office headed by June O’Neill.

The President’s budget proposes policies
that the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates would balance the budget by the year
2002.

Yet that side of the aisle keeps say-
ing, ‘‘It does not. It does not. It does
not.’’ I am not going to get into ‘‘You
said that, she said that, he said that.’’
But their claims are fundamentally
wrong and they do not not contribute
to a legitimate debate on the budget
when they keep saying, ‘‘the Presi-
dent’s budget doesn’t balance.’’

Likewise, I would say, that the Con-
gressional Budget Office has said that
the Republican budget proposal intro-
duced by Chairman DOMENICI yesterday
does balance. There are several things
that I could pick apart on that. There
are several things that I could get up
and say, ‘‘I don’t agree with CBO. I
think that the Republican budget does
not balance in the year 2002 for this
reason, for that reason, for the gim-
micks that are included in their budg-
et.’’

But it seems to me that when I take
that kind of an argument, I am under-
mining the basic context that I think
is important; that is, that CBO has cer-
tified that in their best judgment and
by their best estimates both the Presi-
dent’s budget, that I have just offered,
and the Republican budget offered yes-
terday by Chairman DOMENICI, have
been certified to by CBO as balancing
the budget by the year 2002.

Now, I do not think we accomplished
very much since both of the basic budg-
ets that we are arguing about here
have been certified by CBO. Last year,
I repeat again, the Republicans hound-
ed the President, hounded the Demo-
crats and challenged the President to
come forth with a budget that could be
certified to as being balanced by the
year 2002 by the Congressional Budget
Office. Now that it has been done, as I
said yesterday, they are moving the
goal posts once again.

I think we can have legitimate de-
bate on what are the rights and what
are the wrongs in both the President’s
budget and, the Republican budget. I
admitted and conceded in my opening
remarks this morning, that there are
some parts of the President’s budget
that I do not agree with. I think we ac-
complish very little by getting up on
the floor of the U.S. Senate, as Repub-
licans did yesterday and as they are
starting out to do today, to say the
President’s budget is not balanced.
Says who? Says the Republican major-
ity. The Republican majority is a par-
tisan referee and therefore their claims
should not be considered as authentic
with regard to whose budget balances
best and in what timeframe.

As I say, I think there are many pol-
icy problems with the Republican
budget, and I think there are policy
problems with the President’s budget. I
suggest we could expedite the proceed-
ings and come to more intelligent de-
bate if we stop saying this budget does
not balance and that budget does not
balance, and agree, if we can, that the
CBO has certified both the Republican
budget and the President’s budget that
I have just introduced as being bal-
anced by the year 2002. If we are going
to go down that road, we are just going
to be throwing stones at each other’s
budget without getting to the specifics
of what we would like to see done.

Once again, to bring that point home,
I want to talk for just a moment about
the Medicare part A and B trust funds
that have become focal in the debate,
and justifiably so. Once again, I am
going to introduce for the RECORD and
read a very short letter from June
O’Neill, the Republican-appointed Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. The letter is dated May 9, 1996:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 9, 1996.

Hon. J. JAMES EXON,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the

Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR: At your request, the Con-

gressional Budget Office (CBO) has examined
the effects of the Administration’s budgetary
proposals on the Hospital Insurance (HI)

trust fund. Under current law, the HI trust
fund is projected to become insolvent in 2001.
CBO estimates that the Administration’s
proposals would postpone this date to 2005.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL.

Director.

Mr. President, in listening to the
Senator from Washington, he seems to
assert that the home health care part
of the budget would be safer in Medic-
aid part A than it would be in Medicaid
part B. I find this association some-
what ironic in view of the fact there is
no place in the entire Republican budg-
et where the majority seeks to find
more savings, or, placed in a better
context, there is no place where reduc-
tions from real needs have been more
savaged by the Republicans than in
Medicare part A. Yet, the majority
wants to reduce $123 billion from pro-
tected Medicare part A spending. If
that is what they do to programs that
they claim are safe, I hate to see what
they would do to programs they dis-
like.

What I am saying is the sound and
fury from the other side with the Presi-
dent’s shift in home health care—he is
shifting it into an area that would
make it safer. The President is taking
and transferring this out of the part of
the budget that the Republicans are
savaging with cuts that would be far
below real needs.

Once again, I am not sure we are
talking about apples and apples and ap-
ples and oranges here. Suffice it to say,
I think so far the attack on the Presi-
dent’s budget, while, once again, I say
is not perfect in my eye, is not honest
and straightforward. I think some of
their arguments are somewhat suspect.

Mr. President, one more quote, again
from my remarks of yesterday, that
are found on page 203 of the committee
report:

The Republican budget is rife with gim-
micks. The tax cuts mysteriously drop off
from $23 billion to $16 billion by the year
2002. The Republicans count on savings to-
wards balancing the budget from spending
cuts that they already used in the Kennedy-
Kassebaum health bill. They similarly count
twice the savings in housing. Without these
gimmicks, the Republican budget would not
be in balance.

I only cite that, Mr. President, to say
this Senator, too, could be charged
with trying to undermine the Repub-
lican budget. The term ‘‘gimmicks’’ in
the President’s budget was used by my
friend and colleague from Washington
in remarks just concluded. This Sen-
ator used the term ‘‘gimmicks’’ yester-
day explaining shortcomings that I see
in the Republican budget.

I do not believe that either of us
should keep hounding the other side on
gimmicks because the facts of the mat-
ter are, there are lots of things in the
President’s budget and there are lots of
things in the Republican budget that
could be deemed as gimmicks. Those of
us who call parts of the Republican
budget gimmicks and, likewise, when
the Republicans call parts of the Presi-
dent’s budget gimmicks, we are voicing
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an opinion. Only time will tell whether
it is true or not.

While I have attacked parts of the
Republican budget as gimmicks, I say
in the end what we should all do is rec-
ognize and realize that gimmicks or no
gimmicks, the Congressional Budget
Office, which we all recognize as a le-
gitimate referee, has certified that, in
their opinion, both budgets reach bal-
ance by the year 2002. And I suspect,
because I respect the professionalism
of the Congressional Budget Office,
that they are not necessarily blind-
sided by what the Senator from Ne-
braska calls gimmicks in the Repub-
lican proposal, or likewise, when the
Republicans charge that parts of the
President’s budget has gimmicks in it.

So, gimmicks or no gimmicks, I
think we should get on with the debate
by recognizing that while there is le-
gitimate criticism in order to both of
the budget proposals, I hope that we
can get off the kick of saying it over
and over again that the President’s
budget does not balance and that the
Republican budget does not balance.
We can say that, but I think it contrib-
utes not a great deal to the legitimate
discussion, since it is a moot point.

The Congressional Budget Office has
said that both budgets are balanced. I
think there is plenty of room for de-
bate on changes that should be made to
improve the two budgets. But let us,
hopefully, agree that we are talking
about two budgets that do meet bal-
ance by the year 2002, and that should
not be a key part of the debate.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. I yield 10 minutes to

the Senator from Missouri.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my

colleague from Washington. Let me
say, I am going to agree with——

Mr. EXON. If the Senator will with-
hold for a minute so we can talk about
time here, a lot of people have asked
me when we are going to vote. I simply
say—and I have not had a report from
the Senator yet this morning—that we
have about 34 amendments that Demo-
crats are intending to offer. We asked
last night that they try and advise us,
and your side advise you, what amend-
ments we have. We are trying to com-
plete this effort by tomorrow night. We
are certainly going to have to have
some discipline somewhere along the
line to get that done.

I would like to ask, first, about how
many amendments do you see on your
side, or do you know about at the
present time? When we have that, we
will add that to the 34 that we have
here and multiply that out by the num-
ber of hours that each one of those
amendments are entitled to. Then we
will begin to see the difficult task we
are going to have by trying to finish
this by tomorrow night.

The second question I want to ask to
move this debate along is this. Last

night, Senators on both sides suggested
that we put off this debate until this
morning and not have a vote before
noon. I am wondering if we could pos-
sibly get an agreement that we would
try and balance out time so that we
could have a vote in the vicinity of
noon today on this matter. Is that a
feasible proposal? Does the Senator
think that might move things along?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from Ne-
braska has me at a certain disadvan-
tage. As he knows, I am sitting in for
the chairman of the Budget Committee
this morning. I cannot give him defini-
tive answers to either of his questions.
I can say, however, that I have no an-
ticipation that we would vote before
noon. I am sure we can informally di-
vide the time between now and noon
and give Members assurance we will
not vote before then. It may be that it
is after noon before we get to do so.

As was the case with the Senator
from Nebraska, our chairman asked
Republican Members to report to him
on all the amendments they would
have by noon today. Well, it is still an
hour and a half from noon. We have
only a relative handful.

Mr. EXON. That is a good sign.
Mr. GORTON. That is certainly a

good sign. We will be able to answer his
question, of course, more definitively
in a relatively short period of time. I
think that, on an informal basis, we
can agree to simply go back and forth.
We have yielded time to the Senator
from Missouri. I see the Senator from
South Carolina. It would be appro-
priate for him to go next, and then
back and forth for a period of time, at
least.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator. That
helps answer some of the questions.
Let us move forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE.) The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I assume
that did not count against my 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It did
not.

Mr. BOND. If we can start afresh, let
me thank my distinguished colleague
from Washington and warn my good
friend from Nebraska that I am going
to agree with him. I know that maybe
this will help the process move along.
But we have before us the President’s
budget. This is a massive work that
would cost about a hundred dollars if
you want to buy it. It has the numbers
in here that the President proposes.

Mr. President, in one sense, the Sen-
ator from Washington is right. The
numbers here do not balance. The num-
bers in the book do not come to bal-
ance. Now, the President has done
something in this budget. You have to
look at the supplement to see what he
has done. He said, if it does not work,
I have a trigger. On page 13, it says, ‘‘In
case the new assumptions produce a
deficit in 2002, the President’s budget
proposes an immediate adjustment to
the annual limit, or caps on discre-
tionary spending, lowering them
enough to reach balance in 2002.’’

I agree with the Senator from Ne-
braska. When you impose those caps,
the President’s budget does come to
balance in 2002. I am not going to call
that automatic cut a gimmick, or that
trigger a gimmick. Let us just take it
for what it does. The President has pre-
sented a budget, and he said if it does
not balance, you take a whack at it.
Well, that whack is a $16 billion tax in-
crease on families in the year 2002. It is
a $67 billion cut in spending, 10 percent
in 2001 and 18 percent in 2002.

So when you take a look at all these
numbers, remember that these num-
bers do not balance. You have to apply
the trigger. You have to shoot that
budget down to get it to balance. I am
going to show you what that does to
some of these discretionary spending
programs. I hope that my colleagues,
before they vote on the President’s
budget, will understand the impact of
these cuts triggered because the Presi-
dent claims he wants to get to a bal-
anced budget.

Now, that may sound kind of com-
plicated. Let me reduce it to common,
everyday terms. It is as if you went to
the grocery store and you filled up
your basket; you gathered all the
things you needed and all the things
you wanted. You took it to the check-
out counter, and the clerk ran it up at
the checkout counter, and all those bar
scanner codes recorded the numbers.
At the end, the bill comes out to be
$100. You look in your wallet and you
say, ‘‘Whoops, I only have $80.’’ You
have $100 worth of wishes and wants,
but you only have $80. So you are going
to have to start putting some things
back. So you put $20 worth of stuff
back, and you pay your $80 and take
the goods home.

Well, when we talk about the budget
that the President proposes, let us talk
about that $80 that he is actually going
to spend. Do not be misled if somebody
talks about the $100 he wants. Do not
be misled about the tax cuts because
there is going to be a $16 billion in-
crease for individuals and families.
There will be a $16 billion tax increase
for families in 2002 because, unless you
do that, these numbers do not add up.

Mr. President, the point I made yes-
terday and the day before is that num-
bers do not lie. Let us take a look at
the numbers.

Mr. President, I think it is important
that we take a look at some of the
vital impacts on health and children in
this. I mentioned yesterday the Food
and Drug Administration. The budget
we have before us reported out of the
Senate Budget Committee essentially
keeps funding for the Food and Drug
Administration on an even keel. The
Food and Drug Administration is vi-
tally important because its diverse re-
sponsibilities include licensing blood
banks, monitoring clinical investiga-
tions, reviewing and approving pre-
scription drugs, generic drugs, animal
drugs, vaccines, biologicals, medical
devices, and food additives. The FDA
ensures the quality of a trillion dollars
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worth of products. This year it pro-
poses to certify over 10,000 mammog-
raphy facilities across the country—
vital to the health and well-being of
our country.

What happens when the President ap-
plies that trigger, those caps, those
cuts to the FDA? Look at this red line
that shows the dramatic reduction in
funding for the FDA from almost $900
million to under $700 million in 2001
only coming up above $700 million in
2002. This is a tremendous cut in the vi-
tally important activities of the Food
and Drug Administration.

I mentioned yesterday the National
Institutes of Health looking for new
cures, new ways of dealing with the
diseases. The President has a nice little
blip up here. But when he gets over to
get to balance and you apply the trig-
ger, you take the cuts, you take the
whacks, that funding drops off the
map. It goes from almost $12.5 billion
to below $11 billion, $1.5 billion cut
year to year from 2,000 to 2002—$1.5 bil-
lion.

Are we going to have all the answers
to health and well-being? Are we going
to still need the National Institutes of
Health? I think so. We cannot afford
the cuts that the President proposed.
We are dealing with real numbers.

This is what would happen, if you be-
lieved the President and if you believed
this budget will get to balance.

Child care and development block
grant. I was very pleased to work with
my colleague from Connecticut on the
act for better child care. We turned it
into a development block grant be-
cause we recognized the importance of
assisting working families with care
for their children. The President has a
little upswing this year. This is an
election year, of course. But then look
what happens. From over $1 billion,
about $1.5 billion, this thing drops off
the cliff to about $800 million in the
year 2002—almost a $250 million cut in
child care because of the President’s
trigger.

Do we really want to say to people
who are trying to get off welfare, ‘‘Hey.
Get off welfare this year. We are going
to assist you with your child care ex-
penses. But sorry about the ensuing
years. There is not going to be the
money there.’’

That is what the President’s budget
does. That is if you implement the
mechanism the Senator from Nebraska
rightly pointed out is in the Presi-
dent’s budget. That is how it gets to a
balance.

WIC, funding for women, infants, and
children. We both support this at least
in the early years. The President’s line
goes up. The Republican line goes up.
But, whoops. The President had said he
wants to balance the budget. So you
fire the gun, you put on the cap, you
pull the trigger, and what happens to
funding for women, infants, and chil-
dren? It goes, in his budget, from over
$4.2 billion down to about $3.7 billion.

This is a significant cut. If you be-
lieve and advocate and want to stand

up for the President’s budget, you have
to be willing to say, ‘‘Hey. We are
going to get to balance in the year 2002
by taking this much of a whack out of
the feeding program for women, in-
fants, and children.’’

Mr. President, I do not believe that is
going to happen. That is not a realistic
budget. But the President is standing
by that budget. Anybody who votes for
it says, ‘‘I am voting for it. I believe in
it.’’ If you vote for the President’s
budget, then, Mr. President, you have
to be saying, ‘‘I believe these numbers,
and I will support these numbers.’’

I have talked a good deal about the
Veterans’ Administration because that
happens to be one of the vital functions
that is funded in the appropriations
subcommittee which I chair. The Vet-
erans’ Administration budget has been
very contentious. Last year we had a
floor amendment, an amendment spon-
sored by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, Senator ROCKEFELLER, and Sen-
ators MIKULSKI, LEAHY, and
WELLSTONE.

They said, if we kept an even spend-
ing level, we would have to close four
veterans hospitals. The Republican
budget has even funding. This cuts al-
most $13 billion—25 percent. That
means that one out of four facilities, or
more, in the United States would have
to be closed. Here are the States with
veterans facilities. Florida has 6, Mas-
sachusetts has 5, New York has 13, and
California has 11. One out of four—that
means California is going to have
three, four, or five closed. The Senator
from California [Mrs. BOXER] was com-
plaining that we did not open a hos-
pital last year. The question is, Which
of these is going to be cut?

Mr. President, the budget provided
by the President is not workable.
Those numbers do not lie.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I

yield such time as is required for the
moment.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Missouri talks about as-
sumptions. With respect to assump-
tions, I only have to point out that
when I asked the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee, Senator
DOMENICI from New Mexico, about the
budget assumptions, he said, ‘‘No. That
is no magic asterisk. Assumptions are
not binding on anyone. Use the as-
sumptions in the President’s budget.
Do what you want to be bound by it. It
does not make any difference.’’

With respect to the trigger, I remem-
ber that trigger when they had it last
year in the Republican Medicare as-
sault. Unfortunately, the distinguished
President of the United States, coming
from Arkansas, having balanced budg-
ets for 10 years, had taken on some of
the bad habits of this Republican
crowd.

Right to the point, Mr. President: I
was listening this morning to the chat-

ter on the early morning shows, and
the pundits were all allowing that the
distinguished Senator from Kansas was
having to retire from the Senate be-
cause he wanted to get away from the
Senate itself; that the Senate had such
a bad reputation.

I take exception to that, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is the Republican program that
has such a bad reputation. I feel for the
distinguished Senator from Kansas as
the Republican nominee going around
the country because, though he phys-
ically removes himself, he still has to
carry that load. I told him so yesterday
afternoon.

It is a ridiculous contract. Get rid of
plans that are working and the pro-
grams on crime. The policemen on the
beat; they were all here yesterday in
support of those programs.

That is what is really frightening the
American people. It is a ridiculous
plan: let us get rid of the Department
of Commerce, the Department of En-
ergy, the Department of Housing, the
Department of Education. Whoever
heard of being elected to public office
and then trying to tear down the office
itself? We are elected to come to Wash-
ington to make the Government work.
But this pollster party is running on
hot button items like 5-cent gas taxes
and that kind of thing, trying to throw
the long pass play. They are not really
giving the American people a program
of responsibility and direction, a sense
of where we are headed in the next 4
years. The truth of the matter is that
the wrong man resigned from the Con-
gress. We ought to have gotten the dis-
tinguished Speaker to be gone with
that silly contract. Let him move out
and maybe the pollster party would
have a chance in November.

But my point this morning is that
yes, I am going to vote for the Presi-
dent’s budget. It is the nearest to a fac-
tual approach to this particular di-
lemma. It does not use the CPI. It does
not have these mammoth tax cuts that
are down to $8 billion. We do not have
any taxes to cut.

That is another flaw in the contract,
it leads the American people to believe
that you can balance this budget by
merely cutting spending. I have voted
for many, many cuts in spending. I
voted, as did a third of the Senate, to
do away with a good part of the payroll
tax—$190 billion in tax cuts to put So-
cial Security on a pay-as-you-go basis.
But I do not believe in cutting taxes
when we are running these horrendous
deficits, when the debt is going up and
the interest cost on the debt ruining
the land. And so what I am trying to do
is get the nearest as I can. We tried
every approach. In January 1993, we
put in what would be required of a real-
ly true, honest balanced budget. It in-
cluded both the horrendous cuts that
would be necessary in discretionary
spending and taxes. I challenge and
continue to challenge. At the Com-
merce Committee the other day, the
distinguished Senator from Texas said
that she believed the budget could be
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balanced by spending cuts. I challenge
her. I challenge anyone in the Congress
to give me a 7-year balanced budget
without a tax increase. I want to see it.
You can eliminate the Government as
they call it, but we have worked our
way into such a dilemma that, if you
did away with Government as the peo-
ple know it to be—foreign aid, the De-
partment of Commerce, Interior, Agri-
culture, Justice Department, the FBI,
the DEA, do away with the President,
the Congress, the courts—it would still
only be $228 billion.

Now, look at the bottom line, what
are we spending? This pollster party
has got us to the point that we are re-
quired to spend $353 billion in interest
costs on a national debt that they
quintupled. They did it, not President
Clinton—$353 billion, $1 billion a day
spending on automatic pilot for abso-
lutely no Government. We do not get
anything for it. It is merely the carry-
ing charges. If they had not engaged in
that misconduct, we could have two
Departments of Commerce, two De-
partments of Energy, two Departments
of Education—double the Government.
We are spending the money for it, but
we are not getting the Government.

And that is this particular Senator’s
dilemma. We are supposed to be re-
building our economy in the wake of
the cold war, putting more into edu-
cation, more into technology, more
into the Department of Commerce. In-
stead the Republicans pursue their po-
litical endeavors solely for reelection
purposes. They are not looking at the
next generation but at the next elec-
tion. And we have to go through this
false nonsense of a budget fraud be-
cause it is their contract.

Unfortunately, we Democrats, to get
any kind of results, have to go along
with this kind of thing. President Clin-
ton put out a good budget when he first
came. We had to cut $500 billion in
spending. We had to increase taxes on
cigarettes, beer, liquor, gasoline. Yes,
we voted to increase taxes on Social
Security, we performed a real act of
fiscal discipline and responsibility
without a single Republican vote in the
Senate, without a single Republican
vote in the House of Representatives.
And they have the audacity, the un-
mitigated gall to come around here
talking about hoaxes.

Let me get everybody to turn to
pages 4 and 5 of this wonderful docu-
ment, Senate Concurrent Resolution
57, by the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI], for the
Committee on the Budget. This is the
budget resolution now in debate. Look
on pages 4 and 5 under ‘‘Deficits.’’ For
fiscal year 2002 you will see a deficit of
$108,300,000,000.

Mr. President, for Heaven’s sake, you
pick up the morning paper, the Wash-
ington Post, and it is talking about the
‘‘Republican Balanced Budget Pro-
posal.’’ There is no idea of balancing
this budget by Republicans or Demo-
crats. It is one big political exercise,
one grand budget fraud. And that is

what everybody is running on. I am
trying to get them to state what the
law is and what the truth is.

The fact is here in the budget book
itself: ‘‘Budget Process Law Anno-
tated,’’ up to date, 1993 edition. You
will find in this book no such word as
‘‘unified.’’ That is a political gimmick
that the press, the money market in
New York and politicians use. We have
to hear about fraud; we have to hear
about hoaxes; we have to hear about
trickery, but the truth of the matter is
there is no such thing as unified. There
is such a thing as not being able to rob
the Social Security trust fund. Look at
it. Section 13301 of this particular doc-
ument says thou shalt not use the So-
cial Security funds to obscure the size
of the deficit. We owe Social Security
at this moment $503 billion, and in this
particular budget that I hold up, this
document here, they continue to rob
the Social Security trust fund in viola-
tion of the law. They are robbing other
trust funds as well that are not written
in the law. I wish they were. But we
continue to rob the Social Security
trust fund of approximately $500 billion
over a 6-year period and over $600 bil-
lion over 7 years. So that by the year
2002, 2003, we come around, under this
political drama—the best off-Broadway
show you are going to find, running
currently on C–SPAN—and they will
say, ‘‘Oh, we have balanced the budget.
We are the party of responsibility and
we balanced the budget.’’

Even if it were true, using their own
figures we have decimated—decimated,
exhausted the Social Security trust
fund. We will owe it over $1.1 trillion.
Then we will not have to hear the argu-
ments about the year 2012 or 2023—just
by that year 2002 we will already owe
that money. Who is going to raise $1
trillion to make Social Security sol-
vent? You should have heard it—I wish
I had that record before me—the distin-
guished chairman of our Budget Com-
mittee in his prepared statement stat-
ed: We are making Medicare solvent for
10 years. Under this budget we are
making Medicare solvent for 10 years;
we are making Social Security totally
insolvent in 6 years. It will be totally
insolvent in 6 years. And they want
credit for their so-called fiscal respon-
sibility.

Unfortunately, both sides are guilty.
Why? Why do I say that about this
budget fraud? I have not seen a budget
yet that does not immediately start off
by moving deficits—not eliminating
deficits—moving them from the gen-
eral Government over to the Social Se-
curity trust fund to the tune of $500 bil-
lion. The Republican budget does it.
The President’s budget does it. And the
so-called centrist coalition does.

They think it is wonderful they can
get together, Republicans and Demo-
crats, in a fraud. I did not join them. I
told them: It is a fraud on the face of
it. You can see it. You know it. Look
at it. You are not only robbing trust
funds to the tune of what will amount
to almost $1 trillion, but we owe the

civil service retirement, the military
retirees.

You go down the list. Medicare is sol-
vent right now. They have been rob-
bing the Medicare trust fund and on
down the line to highway trust funds.
Finally, over on the House side, they
have been robbing the airport funding.
There are not enough inspectors. We
just had a hearing on that. Why? Be-
cause we have been taking the money
that the traveling public has been put-
ting in. While they have been paying
their taxes in order to provide those in-
spectors, Congress has been using the
moneys to politically obscure the size
of the deficit. This way they can say,
‘‘Reelect me, I am fiscally responsible
up there in Washington but the other
crowd is a bunch of bums.’’

They know what they are doing. Not
only do they rob trust funds, but all of
their spending cuts are backloaded.
There is the gimmick. That is why,
when President Reagan first came to
office, he said he was going to balance
the budget in 1 year. After he got here
he said it was such a disaster that it
would take him 3 years. When Congress
saw that was not working with the so-
called Reaganomics, that we were
going in the exact opposite direction,
we tried the spending cut approach
with Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. But all
along, then after Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings—and I’m talking about the crowd
that voted to repeal it on October 19 at
12:41 a.m—they are now all writing
books now how responsible and how
against deficits they were. Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings worked. The reason
the Senator from South Carolina asked
for a divorce is that instead of using
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings as a spear to
prod fiscal responsibility, they were
using it as a shield to obscure fiscal ir-
responsibility.

When they started doing that, I said
let me out of this thing. We raised the
point of order, made cuts across the
board. And Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
worked. Do not say it did not work. It
was about to work too well, until they
got into that cabal to reelect the Presi-
dent in 1992. Everybody knows what
happened there, in 1990, when they
voted for its repeal. But they all, then,
started backloading. Now, instead of 5
years of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, we
are going up to a 7-year budget. If this
crowd can get reelected they will come
back next year and they will have a 10-
year budget. They keep moving the
goalposts and getting the good govern-
ment award.

The fact of the matter is, two-thirds
of these cuts occur after two Presi-
dential elections. They come out here
and talk about the President—a hoax.
But it is not a hoax—come on. Every-
body can see what is going on. Every
one of them, including the centrist
budget, uses tax cuts.

If you look at the centrist document,
the centrist document says the Presi-
dent cuts $8 billion in 6 years. The Re-
publicans cut $122 billion, the Breaux-
Chafee in 7 years cuts $105 billion. We
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do not have any taxes to cut. So the
closest to responsibility is President
Clinton’s budget. They are running
around still trying to lead rather than
demand. The consultants will demand.
Poor Presidential nominee DOLE will
have to respond, run all over the land
trying to tell people that which he
knows not to be the case. He was chair-
man of the Finance Committee. He did
not favor that Reaganomics. It was
Kemp-Roth at that time. I know him,
but now he is caught up with the Ging-
rich contract and he has to go around
and sell it. That is his dilemma, not
the Senate as a body. They will be here
long after we are gone, long after the
contract crowd is gone.

Mr. President, we finally see the free
world voting in free elections. We wit-
ness the spread of, not only capitalism,
but democratic representative govern-
ment; which is, according to Arthur
Schlesinger, the greatest gift of the
American people to free men the world
around. And it has taken root, Mr.
President, in 14 different countries.
Over in Russia now, the Communists
are getting ready for a vote. Over in
China, where I recently traveled with
the distinguished Senator from Maine,
Senator COHEN, in the provinces they
are beginning to have local elections.
Now, when free democratic government
is just taking root, the contract crowd
says, ‘‘Get rid of the Government. The
Government is not the solution, the
Government is the problem. The Gov-
ernment is the enemy.’’ And they won-
der why they are down in the polls.

Back to the point: tax cuts. They
talk about a dividend. I speak as the
former chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. I speak as an original mover,
along with Senator Muskie. I am the
last of the Mohicans on the House or
the Senate side who was in on the
game back in the mid-1970’s. I voted for
a balanced budget in 1968. I worked
there with George Mahon. We said,
‘‘Talk to President Johnson. Can we
cut another $5 billion?’’ We cut another
$5 billion. The entire Great Society and
the cost of the war in Vietnam was $178
billion. Interest costs on the national
debt is $353—double the amount. And
you wonder at the trouble we are in?
They do not want to talk sense. They
want to engage in another fraud. A $254
billion dividend. That came up in 1990.

We called it into question. They say,
‘‘Oh, no, you look at the 1990 budget.’’
They have their charts and everything
else. The 1990 budget said that by 1995,
last year, we would not only be bal-
anced we would have a $20 billion sur-
plus. Can you imagine the word surplus
in a Government document? They put
it in there.

Instead, the real deficit was in the
neighborhood of $277 billion. There was
not any surplus—using the dividend. So
they play more games. Now the cen-
trist coalition crowd has come up with
a new one, the CPI. They come in and
want to monkey around with the
Consumer Price Index.

So if you do one, you have to do the
other, but they only do one. They are

not only going to cut the benefits of
the Social Security recipient, which
could be done—this Senator has rec-
ommended a freeze, a freeze, if you
please. But instead of inuring to the
benefit of the Social Security trust
fund, they take even more money, rob-
bing Social Security and allocating it
to the deficit. All the Medicare plans
call for an increase in the premiums in
order to get the benefits. Then they
come around with this lower CPI and
give them less money. A double wham-
my.

They are doing it. But it is a political
year and the media is supposed to
cover Congress and give the American
people the truth. And what is the head-
line? ‘‘Balanced Budget.’’ A balanced
budget, come on. There is not any bal-
ance in the budget before us, and they
know it.

For Heaven’s sake, deliver me from
this characterization of the President’s
character. A hoax. The pollster says
they have to attack President Clinton
on his character. So every 10 seconds
the Republicans get up: ‘‘Hoax,’’
‘‘Character.’’ One Senator even said,
‘‘Liar.’’ ‘‘We’ll just get in on a true-
false quiz in November, and we are the
truth and the Democratic Party is
false.’’

I do not think the American people
are going along with that nonsense.
Deliver me from that, particularly
when they are the ones engaged, with
the misrepresentation. That is the
nicest word I can think.

Yesterday, May 15, 1996, I heard it
again in the Budget Committee. This is
a statement by the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee:

This budget will restore America’s fiscal
equilibrium. It will balance the budget by
the year 2002 without touching Social Secu-
rity.

Absolutely false. He said that in the
Budget Committee. I called his hand on
it, but they continue to insist on it and
the news media will write it. It touches
Social Security. The best rationale the
chairman can give is, ‘‘We didn’t cut,
momentarily, the benefits.’’ But he
means the benefits for me at 72—old
STROM and I are going to get ours. But
that Parliamentarian is not going to
get his money. And I have to ask the
Parliamentarian if this really is a
budget resolution. Because section (C)
where they have in there a provision
for tax cuts in September, will actually
increase the deficit.

But the truth of the matter is, Mr.
President, they not only touch it, they
emasculate the fund. I made that clear.
Do not come along and say ‘‘without
touching Social Security.’’ They know
what they are doing.

We have had a group of off-the-record
sessions to try to get together on the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. I favor such an amend-
ment, and said I would vote for it in a
flash. I voted for it before. But I am
not going to vote by repealing section
13301. The proposal has been made time
and again, ‘‘Well, let’s just use up So-

cial Security until 2002 and stop using
it.’’

I remember when I had Clement
Haynesworth before the U.S. Supreme
Court—he had been charged with using
his office in conflict with the stock in-
vestments that he had. They said that
under the law, he should have recused
himself. One day, unbeknownst to me
and Attorney General Mitchell, he
came and said, irrespective of what oc-
curred, he was going to take all these
stock holdings and put them in a trust
fund.

The next morning, Herblock had that
cartoon with the Congress as the court.
The Attorney General is the lawyer
and a little client who looked like a
school boy with a school bag with
stock tape and tickets streaming out
on the floor. ‘‘But Your Honor,’’ said
Mitchell, the Attorney General, ‘‘my
client hasn’t done anything wrong, and
he promises to stop doing it.’’

No, they have not done anything
wrong—‘‘We do not touch Social Secu-
rity’’—they just take Social Security
to mask the deficit. Government is bor-
rowing from itself and writing IOU’s
from $503 billion to $1.1 trillion. But
they promise to stop doing it in 2002.
By that time, who is going to put on
the taxes to pay back $1.1 trillion?

The New York crowd keeps talking
about entitlements, entitlements, enti-
tlements. In Time magazine and other
major papers, they say: ‘‘The trouble
is, we have to get a bridle on this So-
cial Security causing the deficits.’’ So-
cial Security has not caused a deficit.
It is in the black. Every one of the 100
Senators would have to agree with
that.

What is causing the deficit, I say to
the distinguished Presiding Officer, is
all these general uses of Government,
from defense to education to housing
to foreign aid to law enforcement. I
happen to handle the law enforcement
budget. Everybody is for more police-
men on the beat, everybody is for more
FBI, more DEA, more Border Patrol,
more immigration control, more this,
more that. In 1987, it was just at $4 bil-
lion. Now it is at $16.7 billion. They are
complaining about the growth of Gov-
ernment, saying ‘‘cut spending, cut
spending.’’ Do you think they ever rec-
ommended a dime to pay for it all the
programs they demand? No.

I joined with Republicans back in
1987. We saw the dilemma. We put in a
value-added tax of 5 percent to get rid
of this monster deficit growing and
growing, the interest costs growing up
to where we cannot have Government.

But that is the effect of pollster poli-
tics. The pollster party says, ‘‘Get rid
of the Government.’’ They succeed. If
we do not have a Department of Com-
merce, they are happy. If we do not
have a Department of Education, they
are enthralled. If we can get rid of the
Department of Energy and Department
of Housing and just leave them all on
the streets, so be it; let the market
forces operate.

That is why they are down in the
polls, and leaving this august body
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does not release the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas from that silly con-
tract of getting rid of the Government.
That is what he has try and sell today
as he goes around in Chicago. The con-
tract is frightening the American peo-
ple.

At least he had the excuse of trying
to keep us organized here in this par-
ticular body. Now he has to sit back
and listen on the hot line to Speaker
GINGRICH saying, ‘‘Wait a minute,
you’ve got to stick with the contract,
stick with the contract.’’

All this chatter. Meanwhile we face
the largest deficit in the history of the
Republic.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an article from
January 1, 1995, by Judy Mann in the
Washington Post.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post]
FIDDLING WITH THE NUMBERS

(By Judy Mann)
Gov. Christine Todd Whitman, the Repub-

lican meteor from New Jersey, had the un-
usual honor for a first-term governor of
being asked to deliver her party’s response
to President Clinton’s State of the Union
message last week.

And she delivered a whopper of what can
most kindly be called a glaring inaccuracy.

Sandwiched into her Republican sales
pitch was the kind of line that does serious
political damage: Clinton, she intoned, ‘‘im-
posed the biggest tax increase in American
history.’’

And millions of Americans sat in front of
their television sets, perhaps believing that
Clinton and the Democrat-controlled Con-
gress had done a real number on them.

The trouble is that this poster lady for tax
cuts was not letting any facts get in her way.
But don’t hold your breath waiting for the
talk show hosts to set the record straight.

The biggest tax increase in history did not
occur in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993. The biggest tax increase in post-
World War II history occurred in 1982 under
President Ronald Reagan.

Here is how the two compare, according to
Bill Gale, a specialist on tax policy and sen-
ior fellow at the Brookings Institution. The
1993 act raised taxes for the next five years
by a gross total of $268 billion, but with the
expansion of the earned income tax credit to
more working poor families, the net increase
comes to $240.4 billion in 1993. The Tax Eq-
uity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, by

comparison, increased taxes by a net of $217.5
billion over five years. Nominally, then, it is
true that the 1993 tax bill was the biggest in
history.

But things don’t work nominally. ‘‘A dol-
lar now is worth less than a dollar was back
then, so that a tax increase of, say, $10 bil-
lion in 1982 would be a tax increase of $15 bil-
lion now,’’ says Gale. In fact, if you adjust
for the 48 percent change in price level, the
1982 tax increase becomes a $325.6 billion in-
crease in 1993 dollars. And that makes it the
biggest tax increase in history by $85 billion.

Moreover, says Gale, the population of the
country increased, so that, on a per person
basis, the 1993 tax increase is lower than the
one in 1982, and the gross domestic product
increased over the decade, which means that
personal income rose. ‘‘Once you adjust for
price translation, it’s not the biggest, and
when you account for population and GDP, it
gets even smaller.’’

He raises another point that makes this
whole business of tax policy just a bit more
complex than the heroic tax slashers would
have us believe. ‘‘The question is whether
[the 1993 tax increase] was a good idea or a
bad idea, not whether it was the biggest tax
increase. Suppose it was the biggest? I find it
frustrating that the level of the debate about
stuff like this as carried on by politicians is
generally so low.’’

So was it good idea? ‘‘We needed to reduce
the deficit,’’ he says, ‘‘we still need to reduce
the deficit. The bond market responded posi-
tively. Interest rates fell. There may be a
longer term benefit in that it shows Congress
and the president are capable of cutting the
deficit even without a balanced budget
amendment.’’

Other long-term benefits, he says, are that
‘‘more capital is freed up for private invest-
ment, and ultimately that can result in more
productive and highly paid workers.’’

How bad was the hit for those few who did
have to pay more taxes? One tax attorney
says that his increased taxes were more than
offset by savings he was able to generate by
refinancing the mortgage on his house at the
lower interest rates we’ve had as a result.
The 1993 tax increase did include a 4.3-cent-
a-gallon rise in gasoline tax, which hits the
middle class. But most of us did not have to
endure an income tax increase. In 1992, the
top tax rate was 31 percent of the taxable in-
come over $51,900 for single taxpayers and
$86,500 for married couples filing jointly. Two
new tax brackets were added in 1993: 36 per-
cent for singles with taxable incomes over
$115,000 and married couples with incomes
over $140,000; and 39.6 percent for singles and
married couples with taxable incomes over
$250,000.

Not exactly your working poor or even
your average family.

The rising GOP stars are finding out that
when they say or do something stupid or

mendacious, folks notice. The jury ought to
be out on Whitman’s performance as gov-
ernor until we see the effects of supply side
economics on New Jersey. But in her first
nationally televised performance as a
spokeswoman for her party, she should have
known better than to give the country only
half the story. In the process, she left a lot
to be desired in one quality Americans are
looking for in politicians: honesty.

(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the chair.)
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I

quote:

A dollar now is less than a dollar was back
then—

Talking in the eighties under Presi-
dent Reagan.

so that a tax increase of, say, $10 billion in
1992 would be a tax increase of $15 billion
now. . . In fact, if you adjusted for the 48
percent change in price level, the 1982 tax in-
crease would become a $325.6 billion increase
in 1993. That makes it the biggest tax in-
crease in the history by $85 billion. Nomi-
nally then, it is true that the 1993 tax bill
was the biggest in history. However, the big-
gest tax increase in post-World War II his-
tory occurred in 1982 under President
Reagan.

And the Senator from South Carolina
voted for it.

I voted against Reaganomics. Sen-
ator DOLE was against it in the original
instance. The then-majority leader
Howard Baker called it ‘‘a riverboat
gamble.’’ Then-Vice President Bush
called it voodoo. But they want to for-
get that. Read Warren Rudman’s book.
He lays it all out. A substantial group
of Republicans said this could not pos-
sibly work.

But I ask, Mr. President, to include
in the RECORD the budget tables. If you
look at the budget tables, back when
President Reagan came into office, the
key figure is the Gross Interest Cost,
which at that time was $74.8 billion.
Today it is $353 billion. This crowd is
against increasing spending—I’m
against spending increases; I’m against
spending increases. We have put spend-
ing increases on automatic pilot to the
tune of $1 billion a day. I ask unani-
mous consent that those tables be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BUDGET TABLES

President and Year
U.S. budget

(outlays in bil-
lions)

Trust funds Real deficit Gross Federal
debt (billions) Gross interest

Truman:
1945 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.7 5.4 ........................ 260.1 ........................
1946 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 55.2 3.9 ¥10.9 271.0 ........................
1947 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 34.5 3.4 +13.9 257.1 ........................
1948 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 29.8 3.0 +5.1 252.0 ........................
1949 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 38.8 2.4 ¥0.6 252.6 ........................
1950 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42.6 ¥0.1 ¥4.3 256.9 ........................
1951 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45.5 3.7 +1.6 255.3 ........................
1952 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67.7 3.5 ¥3.8 259.1 ........................

Eisenhower:
1953 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.1 3.4 ¥6.9 266.0 ........................
1954 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.9 2.0 ¥4.8 270.8 ........................
1955 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 68.4 1.2 ¥3.6 274.4 ........................
1956 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.6 2.6 +1.7 272.7 ........................
1957 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.6 1.8 +0.4 272.3 ........................
1958 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 82.4 0.2 ¥7.4 279.7 ........................
1959 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.1 ¥1.6 ¥7.8 287.5 ........................
1960 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.2 ¥0.5 ¥3.0 290.5 ........................

Kennedy:
1961 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 97.7 0.9 ¥2.1 292.6 ........................
1962 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 106.8 ¥0.3 ¥10.3 302.9 9.1
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BUDGET TABLES—Continued

President and Year
U.S. budget

(outlays in bil-
lions)

Trust funds Real deficit Gross Federal
debt (billions) Gross interest

1963 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 111.3 1.9 ¥7.4 310.3 9.9
Johnson:

1964 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.5 2.7 ¥5.8 316.1 10.7
1965 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.2 2.5 ¥6.2 322.3 11.3
1966 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 134.5 1.5 ¥6.2 328.5 12.0
1967 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 157.5 7.1 ¥11.9 340.4 13.4
1968 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 178.1 3.1 ¥28.3 368.7 14.6

Nixon:
1969 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 183.6 ¥0.3 +2.9 365.8 16.6
1970 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 195.6 12.3 ¥15.1 380.9 19.3
1971 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 210.2 4.3 ¥27.3 408.2 21.0
1972 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 230.7 4.3 ¥27.7 435.9 21.8
1973 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 245.7 15.5 ¥30.4 466.3 24.2
1974 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 269.4 11.5 ¥17.6 483.9 29.3

Ford:
1975 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 332.3 4.8 ¥58.0 541.9 32.7
1976 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 371.8 13.4 ¥87.1 629.0 37.1

Carter:
1977 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 409.2 23.7 ¥77.4 706.4 41.9
1978 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 458.7 11.0 ¥70.2 776.6 48.7
1979 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 503.5 12.2 ¥52.9 829.5 59.9
1980 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 590.9 5.8 ¥79.6 909.1 74.8

Reagan:
1981 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 678.2 6.7 ¥85.7 994.8 95.5
1982 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 745.8 14.5 ¥142.5 1,137.3 117.2
1983 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 808.4 26.6 ¥234.4 1,371.7 128.7
1984 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 851.8 7.6 ¥193.0 1,564.7 153.9
1985 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 946.4 40.6 ¥252.9 1,817.6 178.9
1986 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 990.3 81.8 ¥303.0 2,120.6 190.3
1987 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,003.9 75.7 ¥225.5 2,346.1 195.3
1988 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,064.1 100.0 ¥255.2 2,601.3 214.1

Bush:
1989 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,143.2 114.2 ¥266.7 2,868.0 240.9
1990 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,252.7 117.2 ¥338.6 3,206.6 264.7
1991 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,323.8 122.7 ¥391.9 3,598.5 285.5
1992 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,380.9 113.2 ¥403.6 4,002.1 292.3

Clinton:
1993 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,408.2 94.2 ¥349.3 4,351.4 292.5
1994 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,460.6 89.1 ¥292.3 4,643.7 296.3
1995 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,514,4 113.4 ¥277.3 4,921.0 332.4
1996 ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,572.0 126.0 ¥270.0 5,191.0 344.0
1997 est. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,651.0 127.0 ¥292.0 5,483.0 353.0

Source: Historical Tables, Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal Year 1996; Beginning in 1962, CBO’s 1995 Economic and Budget Outlook.

Mr. HOLLINGS. If any Members
want to, they can get the entire record
of each one of the particular Presi-
dents. What happened is—let me quote
David Stockman:

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax-
cutting that shattered the nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake of
fiscal governance, and their own culpability
in it, ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of anti-tax venom, while
pretending that economic growth and spend-
ing cuts alone could cure the deficit.

So they have given the Senator from
Kansas the chant, ‘‘Growth, growth;
tax cuts, tax cuts; growth, growth; tax
cuts.’’ Will we ever learn?

The debt from the beginning—from
1776 up until 1981—the debt was less
than $1 trillion. With all the wars, the
Revolution, 1812, Civil War, Spanish-
American, Mexican War, World War I,
II, Korea, Vietnam, the costs of all the
wars were less than $1 trillion—$903 bil-
lion. Now, in 15 years, without a war—
without a war, because the other crowd
are supposed to have paid for the gulf
war—in 15 years, we have gone up to $5
trillion and automatic tax increases,
because that is what the automatic
spending of interest costs amounts to.

You cannot evade death, you cannot
evade taxes, and you cannot evade in-
terest costs or interest taxes on the na-
tional debt. So those who say that ‘‘I
am against increasing taxes,’’ is the
crowd that comes in here without
shame and derides President Clinton
and this particular budget.

President Clinton came to town, and
he is the only President to reduce the

deficit. Since 1968, President Nixon did
not. President Ford, President Carter,
President Reagan, and President Bush
all increased the deficit. The one man
in town not responsible for this non-
sense, President Clinton, the only man
in town that has done anything about
it, has reduced the deficit in half, and
is derided now with all these monkey-
shine charts. ‘‘Look at how he said
this. Look how he did this. Look how
he did that.’’

The economy is working, is it not?
Unemployment is down. Job creation is
up. Interest is down. How do we get the
truth out to the American people? The
truth is, as I said before, that Gramm–
Rudman-HOLLINGS was repealed. But
we continue to read suggestions that
we have already tried, suggestions that
totally ignore the track record of some
of us who have tried.

A couple days ago our distinguished
friend, Mr. Dave Broder, allowed that
what we ought to do is do away with
the payroll tax with a flat tax, rec-
ommended by Senators DOMENICI and
NUNN. Well, in April 1991, the Senator
from New York, Senator MOYNIHAN, the
Senator from Wisconsin, Senator Kas-
ten, and the Senator from South Caro-
lina, Senator HOLLINGS, we all said,
‘‘Look, if you are going to continue to
violate section 13–301 and rob the So-
cial Security trust fund, then, Heavens
above, let’s put Social Security on a
pay-as-you-go basis so they will know
it,’’ we were completely against an in-
crease in the Social Security taxes at
the time.

It would have been a tax cut, Mr.
President, of $190 billion. But they
voted against that tax cut. They say

they are for tax cuts for the rich, for
capital gains, but not for the wage
earner, the fellow who is pulling the
wagon. But Congress is in the wagon.
We have to get these Senators and Con-
gressmen out of the wagon. We are the
ones using the trust funds, not paying
the bills, and wrecking the economy.

Mr. President, for the poor wage
earner, who is pulling the wagon, we
said, ‘‘Let’s cut their taxes,’’ the pay-
roll taxes suggested by Mr. Broder, we
had that vote in 1991. But they do not
want it that way. They want to con-
tinue the charade.

So, Mr. President, I only hope there
is a free press. Jefferson said it better
than anyone. He said, if it is between
the free press and a free Government, I
would choose the former —intoning, if
you please, that you can have a free
Government, but it is not going to be
free long unless you have a free press.
It is supposed to keep us honest, sup-
posed to keep us politicians honest.

Instead, as Jim Fallows says in his
wonderful book, ‘‘Breaking the News,’’
the press has joined in the post-party
pap of ‘‘I’m against taxes. And we can
balance the budget by just cutting
spending.’’

I have made my point on that. I wish
it could be done. I have tried. We tried,
first, cuts across the board. We tried
spending cuts. We continue to try
spending cuts where possible. We have
tried a value-added tax. We have tried
everything possible, but we cannot get
the truth out to the American people.

Yes, I am voting for President Clin-
ton’s budget. His track record is true.
He is the only President we have had
around here that has done something
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about this deficit. He has cut it in half.
He has done it with tax increases as
well as $500 billion in spending cuts.
And the ones that caused this deficit—
there ought to be ashes in their
mouths—the ones that caused this rot-
ten dilemma of spending $1 billion a
day for nothing, have the audacity to
be running around saying how honest
they are and how true they are and
how balanced their budget is.

Read page 5: Deficits. It does not say
‘‘balance’’ in their document. It cannot
under the law. In fact, it is really more
than the $108 billion listed, because the
law does not require them to list rob-
bing the distinguished Chair’s retire-
ment, robbing the military retirees,
still robbing the Medicare trust fund,
and others. All told, it is $151.9 billion.
That is why these funds are not being
used for the highways, the airports, or
workers’ retirement. We are robbing
them. It is a shabby act.

But they know no shame. They come
around with their little charts. We
hadn’t seen their budget or anything
else. They had the President’s budget
for 4 months, so they would work up
their charts. And we would go into the
Budget Committee, and they would go
through their little acts. They had the
Senator from Texas complaining about
exactly what they have in defense.

They had the Senator from Missouri
talk about veterans, the next one
talked about defense and came on with
all his charts. It was just all apple-
sauce, just a show on C–SPAN. We had
no choice except to take their plan or
leave it. What they offered was a three-
way breakdown of the reconciliation
process and ultimately, in my opinion,
a violation of the Byrd rule.

For the first time to my knowledge,
they are using the reconciliation proc-
ess to actually increase the deficit. By
at least $122 billion. You can read it
again in this document, in section (c)
on page 51, that if the legislation is en-
acted pursuant to sections A and B no
later than September 18, the Commit-
tee on Finance shall report to the Sen-
ate a reconciliation bill proposing
changes in laws with any jurisdiction
necessary to reduce revenues. That is
so they can go around to the rich crowd
in New York and say, ‘‘We will give
you capital gains.’’ It is in their con-
tract but it will not work.

The one that should have set himself
aside and be done with that silly con-
tract is the distinguished Speaker. I
yield the floor.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, on be-
half of this side, I yield 20 minutes to
the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am
going to get back to the subject that
we are here to talk about, the Presi-
dent’s budget. Rather than getting into
all of this argument about what is
phony and what is not phony, it seems
to me we what we ought to do is look
at what this budget claims to do. The

budget is the one issue of the year
through which we define what we want
America to be. In this case, we are
talking about what we want America
to be over the next 7 years.

Let me begin by doing something
that we do not do much of around here.
Let us assume that every word in the
President’s budget is true, let us as-
sume that we are going to do every-
thing he asks us to do, and let us as-
sume that everything he says will work
will indeed work. We will grant him
every assumption you would grant
somebody to try to give them the bene-
fit of the doubt.

Let us take this budget, this great
big thick document that we now have
debated for 2 hours, and view it as Bill
Clinton’s vision for the future of Amer-
ica. What I want to do is ask not
whether you can find on page 54 some-
thing that does not make sense, but
rather to ask ‘‘What kind of vision is
this?’’ Is this an America we want?
This is the question that we are here
today to talk about.

First of all, let me just look at the
Clinton budget and assume that every-
thing works out exactly the way the
President wants it to work out. I want
to talk about what kind of America we
will have if this happens and compare
it to the America of the 1940’s, the
1950’s, the 1960’s, the 1970’s, and the
1980’s. This, again, assumes that every-
thing works out exactly as the Presi-
dent hopes it will. This is the best case
Bill Clinton scenario.

First of all, let us look at the tax
burden. In the 1940’s, the average
American family sent to Washington
about 16.5 percent of everything they
made; the Government took about 16.5
percent of all goods and services pro-
duced in America. In the 1950’s, it rose
to 17.6 percent. In the 1960’s and 1970’s,
it was up to 18 percent. If we adopt Bill
Clinton’s budget and enforce it exactly
as it is written, where everything
works out exactly as he wants it to and
with the most rosy scenarios he can as-
sume, we are committing ourselves to
the highest tax burden in the history of
the United States of America: 19.3 per-
cent out of every dollar earned in
America is going to come to Washing-
ton and be spent by Bill Clinton. These
are the President’s numbers and this is
the President’s vision. Under the best
of circumstances, where everything
works out exactly as the President
would like it to, the American tax-
payer will face the highest tax burden
in the history of the United States of
America.

Further, under the President’s plan,
the cumulative tax burden will never
have been higher. When you add up
State, local, and Federal taxes, over 30
percent of all money earned by all
sources in America will be spent not by
the people who earn the money but by
their Government. So this is the first
part of the Clinton vision—the highest
taxes in American history.

The second part of his vision is social
spending, by which I mean nondefense

spending. In the 1950’s, the Federal
Government spent 7.4 cents out of
every dollar earned by every American
on nondefense programs. This rose in
the 1960’s, in the so-called Great Soci-
ety period, to 10.2 cents out of every
dollar earned. It rose to 14.6 cents out
of every dollar in the 1970’s, and then
17.1 cents in the 1980’s. If we adopt Bill
Clinton’s budget, and if it does every-
thing he says it will do, we are still
talking about social spending taking
17.3 cents out of every dollar earned by
every American. That is the highest
level of social spending in the history
of the United States of America—thus
giving us both the highest taxes in
American history and the highest level
of social spending.

What about defense? In the 1940’s, 7.9
percent of all income earned by all
Americans went to national defense. As
the cold war heated up in the 1950’s, it
grew to 10.6 percent. In the 1960’s, it
was 8.9 percent, and then it leveled out
at 6 percent in the 1970’s and 1980’s. If
we adopt Bill Clinton’s budget and all
the dramatic cuts in national defense
expenditures that it entails, expendi-
tures on national security as a percent-
age of the income earned by all Ameri-
cans will be at the lowest level since
the 1930’s, with only 3.4 cents out of
every dollar going to our national de-
fense. This is the President’s vision:
the highest tax burden in American
history, the highest social spending in
American history, and the lowest de-
fense spending in the post-war era. If
we adopt the President’s budget, we
will have social spending twice as high
as the Great Society’s social spending,
we will have taxes substantially above
the tax burden of the Great Society,
and we will have defense spending sub-
stantially below the Jimmy Carter era.
That is the Clinton vision.

In addition, what kind of growth rate
does the Clinton administration say his
budget is capable of generating? Let
me begin with a brief reminder of the
country we live in. If you have ever
wondered why Americans, until this
generation, have always been confident
that their children will have a brighter
future than they had, it is because up
until now this has been true. We live in
one of the few countries in the history
of the world where it has been the rou-
tine for people’s parents to do better
than their grandparents, who did bet-
ter than their great-grandparents, and
where people knew that if they worked
hard, if they were dedicated, they were
going to do better than their own par-
ents.

Here is the reason why: In the 1950’s,
we had real economic growth in Amer-
ica which resulted in job creation,
growth in the value of the things that
we produced, and, as a result, real GNP
grew on average by 4 percent. It grew
by 4.4 percent in the decade of the
1960’s.

But then something happened in the
decade of the 1960’s. What happened in
the decade of the 1960’s is that we trad-
ed an economy which was growing at 4
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percent a year for a government that
would grow at 9 percent a year, and, as
a result, economic growth started fall-
ing. We had 3.2 percent growth in the
1970’s, and 2.8 percent growth in the
1980’s. The most optimistic assumption
that the Clinton administration could
come up with, given their budget, given
what they are doing in taxing and
spending, is that the economy will
grow by a mere 2.3 percent. This is
their rosy scenario.

So, when you go back and look at it,
what is the Clinton vision? It is the
highest tax level in American history.
It is the highest level of spending on
social programs in American history.
It is the lowest defense expenditure
level since World War II and it is the
lowest economic growth rate that we
have had in the 20th century. That is
the vision of this budget and that is ex-
actly why it ought to be rejected.

Let me address another issue: Medi-
care. It is an issue that frustrates me,
because almost nobody is facing up to
this problem, least of all the Clinton
administration. The trustees of Medi-
care did a study last year which, given
the rate that money is being spent out
of the Medicare trust fund, and given
the rate that it is coming into the
trust fund from the high premium you
pay in your payroll tax and the part B
premium that our senior citizens pay
for physician services, concluded that
only people who were age 60 and above
had any kind of guarantee of receiving
benefits. This means that the remain-
ing 93 percent of the people in America,
many of whom had paid in excess of
$30,000 into Medicare, had no guarantee
whatsoever that they were going to
ever get a penny of benefits from Medi-
care. Now, I remind you that three of
these trustees are Cabinet officials of
the Clinton administration. So this is
not Senator DOMENICI talking; this is
the Clinton administration.

What happened since that time? Well,
two things have happened. The com-
mission has gone back and looked at
the data and, because costs are up
sharply, they have concluded that Med-
icare is not 7 years from bankruptcy, it
is now 6, and we are moving toward 5—
so the numbers are actually worse than
what is on this chart. The Clinton ad-
ministration claims that it has submit-
ted a plan that will protect 13 percent
of the beneficiaries of Medicare and
will roughly guarantee benefits to ev-
erybody who is 55 or older. That means
that, according to President Clinton’s
own figures, 87 percent of the people
who have paid into Medicare have no
guarantee whatsoever.

But when CBO looked at the Clinton
proposal, they concluded that, at best,
it would keep Social Security solvent
only for one extra year. So the best the
Clinton administration could do, while
telling senior citizens that the people
who want to deal with the Medicare
crisis are trying to take their benefits
away, is give us a Medicare policy that
says to 92 percent of the people who
have already paid into Medicare, ‘‘We

are not going to guarantee your bene-
fits. The problem is getting worse, but
we are not going to fool with it.’’ Why?
Well, 7 years is two Presidential elec-
tions away so it’s not this President’s
problem.

Now, we can be sure that after the
election, they are going to start talk-
ing about raising the payroll tax be-
cause if you raise that payroll tax by
about a third, you can begin to come to
grips with this problem.

Let me remind you of what the Re-
publicans tried to do in the balanced
budget act that the President vetoed.
The President went on and on about
how we were going to decimate Medi-
care. But let me just show you how
modest our attempt was relative to the
crisis we are facing. We tried to guar-
antee Medicare for a generation. Had
our reforms been signed into law, it
would have guaranteed Medicare, under
the current estimates, to everybody
who, based on an average life expect-
ancy, is 46 years old or older. But you
will notice that for 72 percent of the
people who have paid Medicare taxes,
we could not have guaranteed their
benefits. We have, in our budget today,
a modest proposal on Medicare, with
the goal of making it solvent for an-
other decade. Some day, we are going
to have to come to grips with this.

The great tragedy is, rather than the
President doing what, very much to his
credit, Ronald Reagan did—that is, get-
ting a bipartisan group together in the
mid 1980’s and solving, at least for 20
years, the Social Security problem—
the President is now playing politics.
He calls dealing with a third of the
problem an assault on Medicare while
letting 92 percent of the people stand
with no guarantee of medical benefit is
called responsible.

The truth is that the President has
not come to grips with this problem,
and the real crime is that our senior
citizens are being told that the Repub-
licans, who are attempting to deal re-
sponsibly with this situation, are try-
ing to take something away from
them. The truth, however, is that leav-
ing the current situation in place,
where in 6 years Medicare is going to
be bankrupt, creates an environment in
which a great tragedy is just waiting
to happen. In the private sector, any-
body in a position of fiduciary respon-
sibility in who let this happen would go
to prison.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Par-

liamentarian be sure to advise us when
the Senator’s time has expired? I will
yield him time off the resolution.

Will the Senator look at the last col-
umn, the 31 percent, which is the Re-
publican proposal? Is it not true that
in order to get that which was vetoed
by the President—and we are talking
about the trust fund only—is it not
true that there was not any increase in
payments by senior citizens, that this
was done by reform, that was done by

provider changes and giving options to
the senior citizens, and there were no
increases in the costs of part B protec-
tion to the seniors? Is that not correct?

Mr. GRAMM. That is right.
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
Mr. GRAMM. I want to note one

other thing. I do not want to get into
a big discussion on Medicare but one of
the clearly irresponsible actions that
ought to be denounced on a bipartisan
basis is what the President has done
with his nursing home provision. One
of the things the President’s budget
does in order to make Medicare look
less insolvent is to take the nursing
home component, which costs $55 bil-
lion over 7 years and which is now
being paid for out of part A, out of
Medicare. But he is not putting it any-
where, and, as if by magic, he assumes
that somewhere this $55 billion is going
to appear.

The final issue I would like to talk
about is the issue of taxing and spend-
ing. Let me start by talking about
taxes. It never ceases to amaze me that
we have something underway here in
Washington that the public is begin-
ning to understand, but has not quite
come to fully appreciate, and it is very
much like the defense realization that
occurred in the 1980’s. By the early part
of the 1980’s, the American people un-
derstood that, in foreign policy, the
Democrats had a basic approach of
blame-America-first. Whatever hap-
pened, according to the Democrats, it
was our fault. If there were troubles in
the world, the Democrats said it was
because of our greed and our impe-
rialism. But finally, in the 1980’s, the
American people began to disregard
these claims because they realized that
this was just the knee-jerk approach of
the Democrats. I want to talk about
taxes from this point of view and the
point I want to make is this: To the
Democrats, every tax increase is fair,
and no matter how unfair it may actu-
ally be, they define it as being fair and
go to incredible lengths to convince
people it is fair.

The second point I want to make is
that, according to the Democrats,
every tax cut is unfair, no matter who
it goes to and no matter who it affects.
By definition, the Democrats say every
tax cut is unfair. And after a tax is in-
creased and it actually turns out to be
unfair, only then do the Democrats say
it is unfair—yet they propose to cor-
rect it by raising taxes again.

Let me give you an example. In 1993,
we heard on the floor of the Senate—
and the President to this day says, ‘‘We
only taxed rich people.’’ Let me take a
couple of examples that I think reveal
the errors of this statement.

The President proposed in his budget
in 1993, in his largest tax increase in
American history, to raise taxes on
people who earned Social Security ben-
efits. He raised taxes on people who
made $25,000 or more, but how did he go
about hiding it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would tell the Senator that his
time has expired.
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Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield

me 10 minutes?
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes off

the resolution.
Mr. GRAMM. How they went about

hiding it is, first, they said that really
they are not talking about people earn-
ing $25,000 because these are older peo-
ple who own their own homes. So we
are going to impute, for the first time
ever, income, and it became part of a
concept of American budgeting. So if
your mother owns her own home, the
President would say, ‘‘Well, look, if she
had to rent that home she would have
had to pay $400 a month or $500 a
month. So we are not really taxing her
at $25,000 because we are not taxing the
imputed value of her home.’’ Or she
owns a lawn mower, or she owns a car,
or she owns a dishwasher; if she rented
those things, it would be imputed in-
come. Actually, she is rich. She is
making $25,000 a year, but she is rich
because she may own a dishwasher, she
may own a car. She worked a lifetime.
She owns her own home. If you im-
puted the value of all of those things,
her income would be higher.

The Congress rightfully rejected
that. But our Democratic colleagues
imposed the tax on anybody making
$34,000 a year or more who gets any So-
cial Security. They said, this is not an
income tax. But I want to show you
that it is.

This chart is a page from the advi-
sory that was put out to go with your
1040 form in 1994, the year after the tax
increase went into effect. People get a
notice from the IRS that they are get-
ting ready to be taxed again, then later
get a form telling them how to fill it
out, and then they get the tax form.

Let me read for you what the IRS
said when they sent income tax forms
to 120 million Americans. Here is what
they said:

Social Security benefits. If your income,
including one-half of your Social Security
benefits, is over $34,000 if single (over $44,000
if married, filing jointly), more of your bene-
fits may be taxable. See the instructions for
lines 20(a) and 20(b).

Let me show you on the 1040 form.
This is income taxes. Look down here
at line 20(a) which I have blown up.
What line 20(a) says is, ‘‘Social Secu-
rity benefits.’’ In other words, you put
your Social Security benefits right
there and then you pay an income tax
on them.

So do you know how the Democrats
argue that they were taxing rich peo-
ple? Basically, they argued if you make
$25,000 or more, you are rich, and if you
own a dishwasher or if you own your
own home or you own your own car,
you are richer than you think, because
if you had to rent all of those things, it
would cost you money.

We are trying to cut taxes on work-
ing families. The only tax cut in our
budget this year is the $500-per-child
tax credit. That would mean that if
you have two children, you are going
to pay $1,000 less in income taxes. You
are going to be able to invest that

money in your own children, your own
family, your own future.

We know that most people who are
rich or who are upper-middle income
really only start making money once
their children are grown. So we are not
shocked to hear that 75 percent of the
benefits of this $500 tax credit goes to
families that make less than $75,000 a
year. But do our colleagues say, ‘‘Well,
we are against cutting taxes for work-
ing families because we believe Govern-
ment can do a better job spending their
money than they can do for them-
selves’’? No. They say this is a tax cut
for the rich. When they tax people who
make $25,000 a year, they say they are
rich. So, in one sense, they are consist-
ent.

But let me remind you what they are
consistent about. They are consistent
in saying that every tax is a tax on the
rich and that every tax is fair.

Another example which disproves
this is the gasoline tax. President Clin-
ton tried to implement a so-called Btu
tax that would have raised the price of
gasoline 7 cents a gallon. What he got
was 4.3 cents. I am glad every Repub-
lican voted against it. I am proud of it.
This was the first permanent gasoline
tax that went to general revenue, and
not toward build highways.

Historically, the gas tax has gone to
highways because to do otherwise
makes it a discriminatory tax. If you
live in Texas, the odds are you spend
almost twice as much on gas than if
you live in New York. If you live in a
rural area where you have to drive
great distances to get to work, you
spend more on gasoline. If you live in
the West, you spend more. If you live
in the East, you spend less. If you live
in the South, you spend more. If you
live in the North, you spend less.

The way we have dealt with the in-
equity is that we have used the gaso-
line taxes to build highways. So if you
pay more, you get more. But President
Clinton took the 4.3-cent-a-gallon tax
on gasoline and spent it on his social
programs. So we took money away
from people driving their car and their
truck to work to give money to people
who do not work.

Is that taxing the rich? No. It is tax-
ing working people. We are trying to
repeal the tax—the Democrats say it is
a great idea. The problem is, this is the
21st day that we have tried to offer an
amendment to repeal that 4.3-cent-a-
gallon tax and, to this day, we have not
gotten a vote.

So, the principle I want people to un-
derstand is: whenever the Democrats
raise taxes, whether they tax people
who make $34,000 a year or whether
they tax gasoline, they always claim to
be taxing rich people. Whenever we try
to cut taxes, therefore, they say we are
cutting taxes for rich people.

The plain truth is, God did not make
enough rich people to make the
Democrats’s claims hold true. As these
tax burdens, year after year after year,
have gone up, what we have discovered
is, if you are going to take 19.3 percent

out of every dollar earned in America,
you are going to have to take it from
the people who earn that money. That
is basically middle-income or upper-
middle-income families and that is
what the Democrats have consistently
done.

One very final point—and I do not
want to get into the sparring contests
with our colleagues about what is
phony and what is not phony, but to
stand up here and say that President
Clinton’s budget is in balance with a
straight face neglects the fact that
when the Congressional Budget Office
Director, Dr. June O’Neill, was before
the Finance Committee and she was
asked, ‘‘Is the Clinton budget in bal-
ance,’’ here is what she said: ‘‘CBO es-
timates that the basic policy proposals
in the President’s budget would lower
the deficit substantially below the Con-
gressional Budget Office baseline pro-
jections, but the deficit would still
total $84 billion 7 years from now.’’

So how does the President close that
gap? He closes that gap with a little
piece of fine print where, in essence, he
says, if for some reason the budget is
not in balance, take back the tax cut.

Tax America first. Spend first, tax
first. Always tax. Never give the tax
back. This is the Clinton prescription
that we are talking about here.

In the end, we are talking about com-
peting visions. What kind of vision do
we have for our country? The vision of
Bill Clinton, the vision of our Demo-
cratic colleagues, is one of more Gov-
ernment, more social spending than
ever in history, less defense than ever
in the postwar period, and the highest
tax burden in American history. That
is their vision.

Our vision is different. You can be for
it. You can be against it. But our vi-
sion is a vision of more freedom and op-
portunity. We want to control spend-
ing. We want to let working families
keep more of what they earn. We think
families can spend their money better
than the Government.

That is the choice. The Democrats
believe Government can do it better.
We believe that families can do it bet-
ter. It is a choice the American people
need to make. We are going to make
part of that choice here on the Clinton
budget. The question is, do we want to
commit ourselves to a future of more
taxing and more spending? I think the
answer is no. I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes off the resolu-
tion.

Before Senator GRAMM leaves the
floor, would you put up your Medicare
chart?

I want to share a few observations
with you about this, and you can tell
me whether you think I am right, and
you can add your marvelous way of ex-
pressing things to what I am talking
about.
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We have in our files a letter from the

Congressional Budget Office that says
if you do not do something about part
A, the Medicare trust fund, in 10
years—10 years—it will be $440 billion
in the red.

Now, you have been talking about
whether we ought to do something or
not based upon what we understand the
facts to be.

It seems to me that what the Presi-
dent is doing—and yesterday I gave the
President’s budget an award. I crowned
it with a new award. It is going to get
the Oscar for fiction. The Oscar for fic-
tion.

Let me ask you if you do not think
this is a marvelous fiction in this budg-
et. While this fund is going to be $440
billion in the red, the President says,
‘‘I want to fix that, so I will take away
some of the responsibility of this trust
fund.’’ Right? That is what you have
been telling us about. What is the re-
sponsibility in that trust fund that is
growing the fastest of all of the ac-
counts?

Mr. GRAMM. Home health care.
Mr. DOMENICI. Home health care.

Right.
Now, if you wanted to fix that trust

fund without doing anything real, then
you would say, ‘‘Let us not pay for the
fastest growing part of Medicare. Take
it out.’’ So the President’s budget says,
‘‘We are not going to pay for that out
of the trust fund and, seniors, you
ought to be thrilled; I am making your
trust fund more solvent.’’

My mind has not yet permitted me to
reduce this to some simple statement,
but it is smoke and mirrors at least. It
is gimmickry at its worst.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DOMENICI. Please.
Mr. GRAMM. It seems to me it goes

beyond that because there is already a
lot of cynicism in budgeting—probably
because the numbers are so big and we
are doing it over multiple years. But to
simply take home health care, the fast-
est growing part of Medicare and say
we are going to help Medicare by tak-
ing it out of the Medicare expenditure
accounting but we are not paying for it
in any other way, we are just simply
taking it out of accounting, that cre-
ates a level of cynicism which I think
reaches a new level.

It would be like if the Senator went
to the doctor and the doctor says: You
are in great shape except you have
liver cancer. I cannot cure that but let
me tell you, I can work on the rest of
your body. You can go on an exercise
program, you lose a little weight; you
can quit smoking——

Mr. DOMENICI. You did not mean
me.

Mr. GRAMM. No, but you would not
just do all this other stuff until you
died. No doctor in the world would do
that. Instead he would say: Look, we
have got to do something about this
cancer. We have got to do it right now.

All I am saying is, and I am not giv-
ing us the Academy Award for solving
the Medicare problem, but we are try-

ing to solve the problem for at least a
generation. The President, however, is
simply saying: Look, it is not going to
happen until after the election. After
the election, maybe we can raise the
payroll tax.

I think this is something we ought to
do something about now.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
say that the Senator actually said it
right. The President takes $55 billion
worth of the responsibility from the
protected care for seniors. They are
guaranteed it under that trust fund,
and he takes it out. And you said he
does not provide any means of paying
for it.

Now, in a sense, that is because the
taxpayers are going to pay for it—$55
billion worth of new taxes are going to
be required for that $55 billion that, lo
and behold, made Medicare solvent so
the President did not have to bite any
difficult bullets with reference to Medi-
care.

Now, that is how I see it. I am being
as honest as I can.

Now, let me finish the thought and
you fill in anything if I have not said it
right. There is the second part of Medi-
care, which is the part B insurance pro-
gram, started under Dwight Eisen-
hower, a great idea. We said back then
we will put up 50 percent; seniors, you
put up 50 percent, and we will write
you a health insurance. Everything
that is not covered in the trust fund we
cover. That is essentially the rules of
the game. But we always thought the
senior would pay part and the Govern-
ment would pay part.

Incidentally, the whole argument
last year was what that part should be.
Should it be 31 percent or 25, should it
be $6 more or $7 more or $2 more. The
President decided that for this new $55
billion, the seniors would pay nothing.
The taxpayers will pay the $55 billion.

Now, frankly, that is nice. That is
nice except I wonder about the working
families around who have two or three
children and they do not have any
health insurance or they are struggling
for it. They have just been given a nice
present—$55 billion of your taxes over
the next 6 years have to be used to pay
for the President’s gimmick, as I see it.

I thank the Senator for accommodat-
ing me.

Mr. GRAMM. If I may just conclude
with this point. I have always believed
that not addressing this problem before
the election means sometime later we
will be looking at a massive increase in
the payroll tax. I believe that next
year or the year after, if we do not ad-
dress this problem now, we are going to
be here on the floor of the Senate de-
bating a 20- or 30-percent increase in
the payroll tax, and all because the
President was unwilling to do anything
about these exploding costs.

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to just close
my remarks. There was an article by
Robert Samuelson found in the Wash-
ington Post a few days ago. Actually,
it was about Senator DOLE’s opportuni-
ties. That was the styling of it. I am

going to put it in the RECORD after my
remarks. But I want to read two sen-
tences.

At some point, spending and benefits will
be cut to avoid costs that seem politically
intolerable. The trouble is that the longer
the changes are delayed, the more abrupt
and unfair they will be. That’s why silence is
irresponsible.

I believe that is true. Silence or gim-
mickry on this issue is irresponsible.

I yield the floor.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise in

support of the amendment by the dis-
tinguished minority leader, Mr.
DASCHLE, and the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Budget Committee,
Mr. EXON.

I have been talking with the people
of Massachusetts about this budget.
The people of Leominster and Worces-
ter and Falmouth don’t come up to me
and say: ‘‘Senator, how does that
spending compare to the OMB base-
line?’’ They don’t scream out: ‘‘What is
the savings in the outyears compared
with the savings in next fiscal year?’’
They don’t ask: ‘‘What is the cap on
entitlement spending?’’ But, Mr. Presi-
dent, that does not mean that the peo-
ple of Massachusetts are apathetic
about the Federal budget. They want
to know if the Congress is going to
work with the President to balance the
budget. And they want to know how
the budget is going to help them.

The proposal submitted to Congress
by the President of the United States
balances the budget. This proposal be-
fore us eliminates the deficit in 2002.

When he came to office in 1993, the
President worked with Democrats in
Congress, and we took a $290 billion
deficit and cut it in half in 3 years.
That achievement fulfills the Presi-
dent’s promise in 1992 to halve the defi-
cit in his first term.

America’s deficit is still pernicious—
but right now, we are doing better than
any other nation in the world. Our defi-
cit is smaller as a share of our econ-
omy than the shortfall in any other
major economy in the world.

Mr. President, let me state clearly:
President Clinton and the Democrats
in Congress worked together to enact
this economic plan—and we did this
without one single Republican vote.

This budget reflects our priorities of
deficit reduction without forgetting
our commitment to middle-class Amer-
icans. Please remember, Mr. President,
something the Republican Party seems
to forget: Deficit reduction, in and of
itself, is not an economic policy.

It is part of a larger picture. It is
part of a vision—the Democrats’ vi-
sion—of this country’s future which
will lead us into the next century with
a healthier American economy and a
stronger middle class. That’s good for
America’s corporate headquarters and
America’s households.

Our plan has kept interest rates low,
so more Americans have been able to
buy a first home or a new car.

Our plan has subdued inflation to 2.7
percent since 1993—the yield on 10-year
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Treasury notes dropped a full point
when this plan was enacted. That
helped alleviate the credit crunch
which hurt so many of my friends and
neighbors in Massachusetts during the
Reagan-Bush recession.

Our plan has created more than 8
million jobs—including 1 million jobs
in basic industries like construction
and manufacturing. It has fostered ro-
bust and steady growth of gross domes-
tic product—unlike the recession of the
early 1990’s which crippled the Amer-
ican family.

This proposal before us, the Presi-
dent’s budget, continues our good
record. It balances the budget the right
way—by making Government smaller
and more efficient, by promoting a
strong economy and a healthy business
environment, by investing in the pro-
grams that matter to working Ameri-
cans.

There is a right way to balance the
budget—to make Government more ef-
ficient without ripping away the safety
net from the American family. This
budget leaves no one behind. It helps
people who need help and closes loop-
holes on those who don’t.

The American people understand
this, Mr. President. This is a budget
which reflects their priorities.

Mr. President, let me take a moment
to tell our colleagues about the impact
this budget has on the families in my
home State of Massachusetts. The
President’s budget designates more
American cities as empowerment
zones—a program designed to stimu-
late community revitalization. Our
colleague from Connecticut, Senator
LIEBERMAN, understands how impor-
tant this program is to America’s
cities. He has introduced legislation
which would expand the tax credits
under the Empowerment Zone Program
to cities designated as enterprise com-
munities. I support his efforts and I
support the President’s expansion of
the current successful program.

The expansion promises to help com-
munities across Massachusetts like
Boston, Lowell, Springfield, and Law-
rence. The President’s budget will
allow these cities and others to develop
and expand opportunities for their resi-
dents through a series of tax benefits,
social service grants, and better pro-
gram coordination.

At a time when some cities face high
unemployment and high poverty rates,
the Congress should be passing a budg-
et which encourages economic growth
and citizen participation in strategic
plans for revitalization.

We, Democrats, are fighting to ex-
pand empowerment zones while we hold
back Republican attempts to distress
our urban centers further by cutting
services vital to low-income Ameri-
cans, like the low-income tax credit.

The President’s budget commits a
full $1 billion for the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program in
fiscal year 1997, $1 billion in advanced
appropriations for fiscal year 1998 and
$300 million for emergency funding. Mr.

President, this past winter, my State
survived one of the most brutal winters
we have seen in a century.

There was record snow in Boston and
small towns all over New England.
Families in Dorchester, in Everett, and
in Malden—families all across Massa-
chusetts—relied on LIHEAP to assist
with staggering heating bills.

This program literally kept families
from freezing: I am proud the President
has committed Federal resources nec-
essary to meet the needs of working
Americans, and I am discouraged that
the Republican budget resolution is si-
lent on funding for LIHEAP. The Presi-
dent and the Democrats are committed
to the working families in Massachu-
setts and New England. The Repub-
licans are silent.

The President’s budget proposes $200
million to electrify the Amtrak seg-
ment between Boston and New Haven—
a project which will make possible
high-speed rail travel between Boston
and Washington, DC, by the year 2000.

The President and Democrats com-
mit $5.5 million to conservation and
management of fisheries which would
help restore New England’s collapsed
stock of cod, flounder, and haddock.
The Republicans are silent.

The President and the Democrats are
fighting for $500 million in mass transit
operating subsidies for Massachusetts.
This means commuters to Boston will
not constantly be asked to pay higher
fares just to get to work. Republicans
are silent.

The President and the Democrats are
fighting for $650 million for the Central
Artery. The Republicans are silent.

The President and the Democrats are
fighting to expand the Summer Jobs
Program which gives so many young
people in Massachusetts their first
work experience.

This budget follows the wisdom of
Mayor Menino who joined me in fight-
ing against the Republican shut-downs
earlier this year. He knew the effect
these shut-downs would have on sum-
mer jobs. We forced them to open the
Government, fund the Summer Jobs
Program and we will together fight to
expand it by giving another 500,000 kids
a chance for employment. But, then as
now, the Republicans are silent.

The President and the Democrats are
fighting the AIDS epidemic and have
committed resources to highly affected
cities like Boston by fully funding the
Ryan White CARE Program. This
means nutrition services to people liv-
ing with AIDS, and testing and coun-
seling for those who fear HIV-infection,
will continue at the AIDS services or-
ganizations across the State. The Re-
publicans are silent.

The President and the Democrats are
fighting for $100 million for the clean-
up of Boston Harbor, and the Repub-
licans are silent.

That silence is unacceptable, Mr.
President.

I will do all I can to break the si-
lence. I will come to the floor as often
as possible and discuss the ill-effects of
the Republican budget.

If the President’s proposal is not ac-
cepted by the Senate, I will not give up
on the environment. I will offer an
amendment at a later stage in this de-
bate, and I will fight to restore drastic
cuts in environmental programs the
Republicans have imposed on the
American people and the residents of
Massachusetts.

And, while we fight to clean our air
and our water, the Republicans have
locked arms against the American tax-
payers. The Republican plan slashes
funding for the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and allows polluters to
foist the tab for their mess on the tax-
payers rather than forcing the pollut-
ers to clean up after themselves.

If the President’s budget is not ac-
cepted, I will offer an amendment that
recognizes education as the key to eco-
nomic and income security. I will offer
an amendment to add-back the cuts
the Republicans are making to the
President’s plan. I am proud he has in-
cluded a provision for which I have
been fighting in this Congress—the
President’s budget calls for a $10,000 de-
duction for educational expenses. That
is real money to working families who
face double-digit inflation in the cost
of higher education.

Real money to help real people. Lis-
ten to some of the letters I have re-
ceived recently:

Melvin Harris of Roxbury wrote to
me:

My son is currently attending school at
Morgan State University in Baltimore. He
and I were shocked to find that federal funds
had been cut drastically which he was de-
pending on. With me being a retiree, it is
hard for me to pay his tuition, room and
board. Would you please do something to
help me?

The President’s budget will help Mr.
Harris.

Timothy Crawford of Wellesley wrote
to me:

As a senior in high school, I am looking
forward to going away to college next year.
I have worked hard to get good grades
throughout high school and have been ac-
cepted to good schools and am now trying to
make the decision of where to attend. One
very important part of my decision is the
price of the school and the assistance I can
get.

I am afraid the Republicans in our govern-
ment will cut education programs and I may
not be able to attend college, my brother
may not be able to attend college, or we have
to work out a plan so that one of us goes to
college while the other works.

I hope you will continue to support edu-
cation and do something to help us.

The President’s proposal will help
Timothy Crawford and his family.

I have dozens of letters from students
at Wellesley College. And, hundreds of
letters from physicians and attorneys
who cannot repay their student loans,
and millworkers and musicians who
ask for help sending their kids to col-
lege. And, the President’s proposal will
help them all.

The President has learned from Mas-
sachusetts the importance of science
and technology to the American econ-
omy. This budget marks the fourth
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straight year the Democrats have pro-
posed an increase in science and tech-
nology programs—while the Repub-
licans would cut science and tech-
nology programs by 30 percent by the
year 2002.

I will fight for the President’s pro-
posal for an increase of $13 billion for
university-based research: it is the key
to America’s future. And, Massachu-
setts knows this better than almost
every other State in the Union.

The President and the Democrats
have given us a chance to fight back
against crime in our neighborhoods.
This budget proposes $2 billion for
49,000 new police officers to protect
America’s neighborhoods. Putting ad-
ditional cops on the beat in commu-
nities across Massachusetts will help
deter crime, break the cycle of vio-
lence, and make our towns and
neighbhoods safer places to live.

In 1994, I fought successfully to in-
crease the funding in the crime bill to
put an additional 100,000 cops on the
street by the year 2000. And, it is pay-
ing off for Massachusetts. Just this
week, 99 Massachusetts cities will re-
ceive more funding—Worcester will re-
ceive $1.85 million to hire 18 officers.
Springfield will receive $1.25 million to
hire 17 officers and Lowell will receive
$1.5 million to hire 20 new officers. To
date, thanks to this program, my home
State has received funding for 1,300 new
police men and women.

While the Republicans continue to
threaten the community policing
fund—jeopardizing the safety of corner
stores and neighborhood schools and
households—the President’s budget un-
derstands the needs of Massachusetts’
neighborhoods. That’s why I support
this proposal.

The President and the Democrats
also propose $25 million for new ad-
vanced police officer education and
training. State and local police depart-
ments need assistance to meet the
growing demands of law enforcement
and I am prepared to fight to help
them.

And, Mr. President, what do we hear
from the other side of the aisle? The
same, war-torn, threadbare rhetoric
about tax and spending. The same par-
tisan bickering. Is this proposal all tax
and spend? Of course not. The Presi-
dent’s budget is certified by the Con-
gressional Budget Office to balance in 6
years. It protects the environment. It
protects our elderly. It funds education
and puts cops on the street. It takes
care of the little guy.

In the face of the extreme Republican
budget, the President and we, Demo-
crats, have given the country hope by
reducing the deficit with common
sense and compassion. It saves the
Medicare Program for our seniors, and
the Medicaid Program for our children
and low-income Americans.

My friends in Massachusetts just
don’t buy it when you tell them: ‘‘this
isn’t a cut—it’s merely a reduction in
the growth of spending.’’ They under-
stand that the extreme Republican

budget forces them to spending twice
as much on Medicare premiums.

They understand that Cape Cod
beaches will be under attack, and Bos-
ton harbor clean-up will be stalled
while their water and sewer rates are
skyrocketing. They understand that
they are paying into the system and—
under the Republican plan—they will
be getting little in return.

They understand that when the Re-
publicans are not speaking in arcane,
incomprehensible, confusing budget
jargon—they are silent.

The President’s budget speaks to the
people I meet at home in Massachu-
setts. This budget meets our spending
priorities and promises more good eco-
nomic news for the American family.
That is why I support it.

I urge our colleagues to support his
balanced budget.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time? The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume off
the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). The Senator from Connecticut is
recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
begin my remarks by commending my
colleague from New Mexico, who is the
chairman of this committee, who has
the unenviable task of chairing the
Budget Committee. While we have our
disagreements from time to time, I
have a great deal of respect for him as
a colleague, as a Member, and I appre-
ciate the fine work that he does on be-
half of his State and on behalf of the
country.

I will take a few minutes and go over
some of the budget items. He does not
have to stay. I know he has other
things to do. But I did not want him to
leave the floor without expressing my
appreciation for the work he does.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DODD. I will be happy to yield.
Mr. DOMENICI. I want to say for the

RECORD, it is mutual. While my col-
league does not chair the budget com-
mittee—there cannot be that mutual-
ity—he probably would not want it
anyway. In any event, I want to say
that my colleague’s participation and
contribution in matters that we work
on, from my standpoint, is very much
appreciated. I commend the Senator on
the way he has handled himself.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, at some later point I

will also have some extended remarks
on the announcement by the majority
leader, who has decided he is going to
retire from the Senate the first part of
June. While we, too, have our dif-
ferences, suffice it to say, as a col-
league and a friend, he will be missed.
I mean that very deeply and sincerely.

Mr. President, I will just begin my
remarks here by asking unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
a letter from June O’Neill, who is the

Director of the Congressional Budget
Office, dated May 9, 1996, in response in
part to the colloquy between my col-
league from New Mexico and our col-
league from Texas regarding the condi-
tion of the hospital insurance trust
fund. She says in that letter, here, and
I am quoting it now:

Under current law, the HI trust fund is pro-
jected to become insolvent in 2001. CBO esti-
mates the administration’s proposals would
postpone this date to 2005.

She goes into greater length here, re-
sponding to that, but I thought for the
RECORD my colleagues ought to know
what the Congressional Budget Office
says with regard to the hospital trust
fund.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 9, 1996.

Hon. J. JAMES EXON,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the

Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR: At your request, the Con-

gressional Budget Office (CBO) has examined
the effects of the Administration’s budgetary
proposals on the Hospital Insurance (HI)
trust fund. Under current law, the HI trust
fund is projected to become insolvent in 2001.
CBO estimates that the Administration’s
proposals would postpone this date to 2005.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,

Director.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to
begin by trying to, if we can, get back
to some basic information here, be-
cause you can get lost in a lot of the
data and charts and numbers that get
thrown around. Let us just remember
we are talking about the President’s
budget. There is a budget presented by
the committee and there will be some
alternatives that will be offered in the
coming days when we debate what the
budget of the country ought to be, but
I think it is worthwhile to point out we
are talking about the President’s budg-
et to begin with.

Remember, this is a man who arrived
in town in January 1993, 40 months
ago—not 40 years ago, not a decade ago
or 15 years ago; 40 months ago he ar-
rives in town. He never served in Con-
gress, never served in the Cabinet. He
was the Governor of a small State. As
he arrives at 1600 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, he has left on his doorstep a
mountain of debt. A mountain of debt
is left on his doorstep. As you begin to
look back at 1980 and start there and
follow this redline, where the Congres-
sional Budget Office projections were
before, those are facts, where the defi-
cit was going, where it was headed just
prior to the President’s arrival in
town, and then what has happened to
the projection of the deficit since his
arriving, right here, in 1993. Here we
get clearly where things were going up
until his arrival here, and now the
same Congressional Budget Office says
we are headed this way.

So, just for the purpose of clarity, let
us keep in mind conditions when this



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5127May 16, 1996
President arrives. We had mountains of
debt, most of it accumulated between
1981 and 1993. In fact, we had a debt
that went up almost $4 trillion, from $1
trillion in 1981 to $4 trillion the day
this President arrives in town. Then, in
the 40 months he has been here, he has
taken the projection of our deficit,
which we are told was headed in this
direction, and we are now moving it
downward. So you begin with at least
looking at the trend lines and where we
are going.

The President’s budget is a common-
sense approach. It cuts more than half
a trillion dollars in spending over 7
years, yet, at the same time, it main-
tains our priorities as a nation. The
President’s budget invests in people. It
protects Medicare and Medicaid, edu-
cation and the environment, and it
would maintain our national invest-
ments in education, job training and
technology, all of which I think we
agree are important.

The budget maintains access to
health care for our Nation’s most vul-
nerable citizens. It keeps our natural
environment and our workplaces safe.
It understands that our overwhelming
focus on balancing the budget should
not cause us to ignore our national pri-
orities. The President understands that
all of this talk about balancing the
budget should not cause us to lose
sight of our most important national
goals.

As I have said in the past, this body,
in my view, needs to be focusing more
of its attention on increasing economic
growth. We need to reform the Tax
Code so it promotes savings and invest-
ment and higher growth. We need to in-
crease opportunities for education and
job training so that all Americans will
have the tools to succeed. We need to
make pensions and health care port-
able so that Americans can better cope
with the technological and economic
changes that are occurring in their
lives.

We should all remember that an in-
crease of as little as one-half of 1 per-
cent in the growth rate of the United
States could create enormous opportu-
nities for new jobs and expand options
for millions of working Americans. In-
creasing growth is a priority, in my
view, that should be reflected in every-
thing that we do in Washington, and it
should be reflected in the Federal
budget. It is reflected in the Presi-
dent’s budget.

All along, President Clinton has
stressed there is a right way and a
wrong way to balance the budget. The
right way is by maintaining our com-
mitment to Head Start, to police offi-
cers on the beat, to clean and healthy
drinking water, to summer jobs, and to
encouraging community service. Those
are the kinds of priorities that help
build a strong nation.

The wrong way to balance the budget
is by having unnecessary, unwise
spending cuts and tax cuts for those,
frankly, who do not need them. I am
going to get to that in a minute here.

Our dear friends on the other side, with
all due respect, have not learned the
lesson. The American public have said
over and over again: You are going in
the wrong direction. We want our budg-
et balanced. We want it done, if we can,
in the next 6 or 7 years, but we want
our priorities to be reflected in that de-
cisionmaking process.

What good does it do if you balance
the budget and simultaneously make it
impossible for my children to get a de-
cent education, have access to higher
education in this country? Balancing
the budget and depriving the next gen-
eration of the tools it needs is fool-
hardy.

What good does it do to talk about
balancing the budget if you are going
to rip the heart out of the environ-
mental laws that have made this a
stronger and a healthier nation? What
good is it to balance the budget if you
then increase the financial burden of
older Americans, if you begin to make
it more difficult, because Medicare is
being reduced, for these people to make
ends meet? How many middle-income
families depend upon Medicaid so their
parents and their grandparents can
have a decent, long-term health care
program?

These are the kinds of things people
say we need to invest in intelligently,
making choices about where you re-
duce spending so we can achieve a bal-
anced budget but make our country
strong simultaneously. In our view, the
President has done that with his budg-
et. No one is suggesting any budget
proposal is perfect, but certainly, given
the evidence of the last 40 months, the
direction we are heading in will make
the case that this is a good proposal
and one we ought to be working on, if
we can, to achieve some common
ground over the next 20 or so days left
here so we can complete this budget
process and do what the American pub-
lic have asked us to do.

Let me, if I can, address some of
these issues with greater specificity. I
want to begin with the budget being
cut. I say this because I think it is im-
portant that people understand where
we have come from in the last 40
months. This is what is called a pri-
mary budget. This is entitled ‘‘Budget
Without Interest Payments.’’

Obviously, interest payments must,
like any financial obligation, be paid.
But if you remove the interest pay-
ments—remember, you only get inter-
est payments because of the burdens
you accumulate. So if you take away
the interest payments, here is the defi-
cit that occurred over the 12 years
from 1981 to 1993, those 12 years: $660
billion. If you took away the interest
obligations in the last 40 months, we
have created a surplus of $239 billion in
this country in the last 40 months.
Those numbers are not being made up.
Those are real numbers.

So with all of this talk of what has
happened here, here is a President who
arrives in town in Washington for the
first time in a Federal Government po-

sition, and in 40 months he is able to
move us into the black, if you will—
this chart is in the blue—but into the
black for the first time in years.

President Clinton inherited a $290 bil-
lion deficit in the year that he arrived
in office. This year, the 1996 deficit will
be $144 billion. That is cut in half.
Those are the realities.

Back in 1993, the Congressional Budg-
et Office projected the deficit would
hover around $300 billion. That was
their projection. Following the imple-
mentation of the Clinton budget plan
in 1993, as I pointed out earlier, the
budget has declined sharply. In fact,
Mr. President, let me point out one ad-
ditional statistic reflected in this
chart. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that the 1996 deficit will
come in at 1.9 percent of the gross do-
mestic product. That will be the first
time since 1979 that the deficit has
been below 2 percent of the gross do-
mestic product. That is significant
progress, and we ought to stay on that
track, if we can.

This chart is without interest pay-
ments, as I said, and has been cut in
half as a result of what has happened
just in the last 40 months of this ad-
ministration.

Let me, if I can, turn to the chart on
job growth rate, because this is what
people care about. Again, you can bal-
ance the budget tomorrow if you want
to, just by juggling some numbers
around here and getting rid of a lot of
things. But this cannot be a process of
just people with green visors and sharp
pencils. What happens to real people in
this country as a result of the decisions
we make? If our only function were to
balance the budget, we could do that
simply by cutting out all our spending,
if we wanted to, and raising taxes on
everybody.

We have to ask the question: What
happens to real people when you do
this? So while we have been able to cut
the deficit in half, and, if we eliminate
the interest payments, actually we put
this country into surplus for the first
time in years. What has happened to
jobs out there? What has happened to
people’s jobs? Again, look at jobs cre-
ated per year.

In 1981 to 1992, jobs created per year
were 1,540,000. That is the number of
jobs created each year in those years.
In 1989 through 1992, it averaged 608,000
jobs per year. But from 1993 to the
present time, Mr. President, we have
created in excess of 2,684,000 jobs a
year. Compare that with 1,500,000 from
1981 to 1992; 600,000 from 1989 to 1992. We
are now getting close to 3 million new
jobs a year, while simultaneously
bringing the deficit down.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield,
because I think it is so important.

What that chart shows is the number
of jobs created essentially under the
Bush Presidency as opposed to the
Clinton Presidency. What my friend is
saying, and it is so dramatic I would
like him to repeat it, is that under the
Bush Presidency, there were how many
new jobs created?
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Mr. DODD. Under the 4 years Presi-

dent Bush served as President, we cre-
ated on average of 608,000 jobs per year,
and in the last 40 months, from Janu-
ary of 1993 through December of 1995—
it does not include these last 4 or 5
months, but my colleagues will recall
there were in excess of 620,000 jobs cre-
ated in the month of February alone.
That is more jobs created on a yearly
basis than between 1989 and 1992.

Quickly someone is going to say,
‘‘Well, those aren’t great jobs.’’ That is
wrong. The overwhelming number of
jobs, more than 90 percent of these
jobs, are private sector jobs, and well
over 60 percent of these jobs are high-
paying jobs. Not every one of them is,
but the overwhelming majority are
high-paying jobs in the private sector.

Mrs. BOXER. My last question. When
President Clinton ran for office, he
made a promise on new jobs. As I un-
derstand it, that promise has been met;
is that correct?

Mr. DODD. I say to my colleague
from California, I believe it has, and
promises were made in terms of cutting
the deficit in half. Those are real num-
bers. The CBO, the Congressional Budg-
et Office, says they are real numbers.
So here is the deficit coming down, job
creation is going up, and my colleagues
on the other side are treating this like
bad news, as if this was some dreadful
information.

If we are on the right track, if things
are working right, why do you not
stick with the plan and the program
here so that you have a healthy bal-
ance—investment in education, invest-
ment in our environment, cutting back
our spending where we can, trying to
have some sense of fairness about all of
this so we move into the 21st century
as a healthy nation.

Today, of the G–7 countries, we are
the healthiest economy. We are the
healthiest economy of all the great
economic powers in the world. We are
the healthiest today in terms of job
creation and deficit reduction. Why are
our markets responding the way they
are? The people on Wall Street are not
making those investments because
they want to help Bill Clinton get re-
elected. It is not because they are
Democrats. They are making cold, hard
financial decisions: Are we heading in
the right direction or the wrong direc-
tion? They are investing because they
think things are going in the right di-
rection. It is their money they are put-
ting on the table, and they like the
trend lines they see: the deficit coming
down, job creation going up.

You can dance all around this, you
can try to throw out a lot of misin-
formation about it, but the hard line
bottom facts are, we are on the right
track, we are going in the right direc-
tion. A lot more has to be done. It
would be foolish for anyone to stand up
here and say our work is over with. It
is not. There are going to be some dif-
ficult decisions that have to be made.
But you cannot argue with the facts.
Job creation, deficit reduction, the

trend lines of where we are going in
this country are on a solid and sound
footing.

So, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues in the coming days to move
away from politics as usual. We need to
come together. We have 20 to 25 days to
get a job done. There is no debate here
about whether or not we ought to bal-
ance the budget. I know some hope oth-
ers will take a position—in fact, I
heard someone the other day in the
House of Representatives say, ‘‘We
don’t want to settle this because it is
too good of an issue.’’

It reminds me of the story of the law
clerk who arrives in a law firm and he
has only been there a month. He walks
in to the senior partner with this huge
file, a file that has been around 20
years. He says to the senior partner of
the law firm, ‘‘I’ve got great news,
boss. This case that has been here 20
years. I’ve settled this case. It’s over
with. It’s done. Everybody’s happy.’’

The senior partner says, ‘‘Why did
you do a thing like that for? I’ve edu-
cated four of my children on that file.
You don’t want to close that case,
that’s too good a case, keep that case
open.’’

So we have certain friends who want
to keep the case open, because it is a
good case politically for them. Do not
let it settle. For God’s sake, do not
come to an agreement, they say. Do
not try to resolve your differences. The
politics of that are dreadful; they are
dreadful politics. Keep the issue alive,
keep the debate going.

We are here to say today, let us end
the debate. We can. We have agreed on
balancing the budget in 7 years. We all
have agreed to do it according to the
Congressional Budget Office numbers.
We are on the right track. The dif-
ferences are not that great. They can
be resolved. We can get the work done.

I urge my colleagues today on both
sides, particularly those on the major-
ity side—it is difficult, I know, to
admit when you are wrong. That is a
hard thing for anybody to do in this
world. It is particularly hard, if you
are in politics, to admit you are wrong,
but the facts do not lie. The deficit has
come down. A young Governor arrives
from a small State in January of 1993,
gets dumped on his doorstep—dumped
on his doorstep—$4 trillion in debt,
some $290 billion, $300 billion in an an-
nual deficit.

In 40 months, that deficit is down to
$144 billion. The Congressional Budget
Office now says we are heading in the
right direction, going in the right di-
rection now. That is the right direction
to be going in.

Job creation is up, the basic thing
people need. The best social program
anybody ever created is a job, a good
job in this country. Here we have jobs
being produced in the Nation while the
deficit is coming down, and intelligent
priorities, good priorities.

I heard the other day the House ma-
jority leader—put aside whether you
are for or against a gasoline tax; we

can debate that, and will, in the com-
ing days—but, my Lord, to hear the
majority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives say, I’ll tell you how we’ll
pay for that—we’ll cut education.

In my State, my working-class fami-
lies in my State need the Pell grants
and the student loans and the Stafford
grants and so forth. Otherwise, they
could not get an education. We have
commencements coming up.

I am going to give a commencement
speech at Western Connecticut State
University, a State university in my
State. Fifty percent of their students
receive some form of financial help or
assistance. Here we have the majority
leader of the House of Representatives
saying we ought to just pay for that
gasoline tax by going after education.
You wonder why people are suspicious.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DODD. With some reluctance, I
yield to my colleague.

Mr. DOMENICI. I just say——
Mr. DODD. I am on a roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. The distinguished

majority leader in the House has not
said that since that day.

Mr. DODD. My colleague from New
Mexico obviously got a hold of him and
straightened him out. I appreciate
that. But come on, what else do you
rely on, when you get up on a national
news program and you say, ‘‘I’ll tell
you how I’d do it. This is how I’d do
it’’? Immediately the phones were ring-
ing off the hook. What a foolish thing
to say. So immediately they start to
backtrack.

But if you wonder why the American
people get suspicious about what the
priorities are, it is statements like
that. What are your real intentions?

So when we hear statements about
Medicare, and we say, ‘‘We will let it
wither on the vine,’’ or, ‘‘I’m proud I
voted against it 35 years ago,’’ then ev-
eryone gets upset. You can understand
the average person in this country gets
a little nervous when they hear that. If
they are relying on Medicare, relying
on Medicaid, in order to meet basic
health care costs, they are wondering,
which side do we chose here? Who is
going to watch out for me? They have
one person saying, ‘‘Look, I think it
ought to die or we get rid of it. I never
thought it worked very well.’’ And oth-
ers say, ‘‘Look, we’re going to have to
make it work better and make tough
decisions so it’s there.’’ Then you begin
to understand the suspicions, the wor-
ries, the fears, the insecurities that
many people feel. This is not an ab-
straction to them.

We have a good health care program
as Members of the U.S. Congress.
Thank God for it. We have a good
health care program. But millions of
Americans outside of Washington, Mr.
President, they rely on Medicare. They
rely on it. For many, Medicare is the
difference between having a life of rel-
ative decency and being wiped out fi-
nancially. It is not an abstraction to
them.
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So when we talk about these num-

bers and CBO and OMB and percentages
and GDP, and so forth, that person out
there today watching this debate says,
‘‘What does that mean in terms of me,
my kids, our jobs, our health care?
Where are we going? Who is on my
side?’’

So, again, I come back to the point,
Mr. President, I tried to make at the
outset here. Put aside all the glitter
and all the distractions; we are going
in the right direction on deficit reduc-
tion. It is a major issue. People care
about it deeply. This President in 40
months, not 40 years, not 15 years, but
40 months, has moved the country in
the right direction on deficit reduction
for the first time in decades.

At the end of this fiscal year, we will
have now had 4 years of deficit reduc-
tion, 4 consecutive years. You have to
go back to Harry Truman’s adminis-
tration—Harry Truman’s administra-
tion—to find another American Presi-
dent who took us through 4 years of
consecutive deficit reduction.

We have reduced the size of the Fed-
eral work force under President Clin-
ton by 270,000 jobs. Now, 30 percent of
those jobs were in the military. My col-
leagues on the Budget Committee
pointed that out. That is accurate. But
70 percent of those jobs came from the
civilian work force.

By contrast, with all due respect,
under President Reagan, the Federal
work force increased by 188,000 posi-
tions; 188,000 positions during the 8
years of President Reagan. Contrast
that with 270,000 fewer jobs in 40
months under President Clinton.

Under the leadership of AL GORE, the
President has ripped out 16,000 pages of
the 80,000 pages of Federal regulations,
so that businesses in this country can
work with less paperwork cluttering
their desks.

Is it done yet? No; but for the first
time, there is a real reduction in paper-
work, real reduction in the size of the
Federal work force, real reduction in
the deficit, getting the unemployment
rate down. Those are the things that
people care about, seeing to it that
Medicare, Medicaid, education, and the
environment are going to get proper
protection.

It is a commonsense budget. That is
what has happened under this proposal.
That is why I urge my colleagues on
the other side in these coming few days
to sit down. Let us work out this budg-
et.

The President extended the hand to
our majority leader. He said, ‘‘Let’s
come on down, you and I, no staff, no
one else, and let’s work this out to-
gether.’’ Our majority leader is going
to be here until June 11. I hope he will
take him up on that offer. What a great
thing it would be, before the majority
leader leaves and retires from the Sen-
ate, with one of the great issues we
have tried to resolve, if an American
President and the majority leader,
from the two different parties in this
country, the two major parties, came

together, with no one else in the room,
and the two of them sat down and
worked out this problem before June
11.

What a great achievement that would
be. I think both individuals would de-
serve the sincere praise and credit from
the American public. I know we have
an election in 25 weeks, but this issue
deserves resolution, and we are close to
achieving it.

You have a President taking us in
the right direction. You have a major-
ity leader who is about to retire from
here, who I think could close the gap.
I urge that that offer the President
made to our majority leader be picked
up before he retires, and let’s see if we
cannot complete this work.

For those reasons, Mr. President, I
urge our colleagues to take a good,
strong hard look at the budget that has
been proposed by the President. It
takes us in the right direction for all
the reasons I mentioned. I urge its
adoption. With that, Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. I speak off the reso-

lution, Mr. President.
I might say to Senator DODD, I can-

not at this point, because we are going
to offer an amendment—but so the
Senator will know, I will have an inter-
esting rebuttal to what the Senator
has said. I will give the other side of
the coin sometime today. I do not want
to do that and not have the Senator
know about it. I cannot do it right now
while the Senator is here because I
have some commitments. But we will
let the Senator know in advance, so if
he wants to come down and sort of
chide me, as I did him, he can.

I say, I had a little trouble with the
Senator’s analogy of the law firm and
the old case, because it seems to me it
is the President who is gaining from
this budget debate. He is the one who
has that old case. He is the one who
ought not to get rid of it because it has
been good for him. I have a strong sus-
picion that unless you settle the case
his way, he is going to have that old
case right on through the election be-
cause it is, as that senior partner said,
it is a great livelihood and it has kind
of been a great political livelihood for
him.

Mr. DODD. If my colleague will yield.
Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.
Mr. DODD. Our colleagues will appre-

ciate that my friend from New Mexico
and I have spent a lot of time working
together on old cases.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is right.
Mr. DODD. So we share at least our

concern about old cases. I appreciate
his comments. I will try to be here
when he makes them.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
think we have tendered an amendment,
second-degree amendment. We have
given it to the minority so they know
what it is. I understand that there are
7 minutes left on our side for our statu-

tory time to rebut the President’s
budget. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back the 7
minutes. Now I yield to Senator FRIST
for a second-degree amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is yielded back.

AMENDMENT NO. 3968 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3965

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the discretionary spending caps
should not include triggers that would
make drastic reductions in nondefense dis-
cretionary spending in fiscal years 2001 and
2002 (the last 2 years of the budget) for the
purpose of achieving a balanced budget in
fiscal year 2002)
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST]

proposes an amendment numbered 3968 to
amendment No. 3965.

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the pending amendment.

SEC. . COMMON SENSE BUDGETING AMEND-
MENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) President Clinton proposed in this fiscal

year 1997 budget submission immediate
downward adjustments to discretionary caps
after the year 2000 if the Congressional Budg-
et Office projected that his budget would not
balance in 2002;

(2) the Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
has estimated that President Clinton’s fiscal
year 1997 budget submission will incur a defi-
cit of $84,000,000,000 in 2002;

(3) as a result of CBO’s projected deficit in
fiscal year 2002, the President’s budget would
trigger drastic reductions in discretionary
spending in 2001 and 2002 to reach balance;

(4) these drastic reductions would have to
occur in nondefense programs such as edu-
cation, environment, crime control, science,
veterans, and other human resource pro-
grams;

(5) 100 percent of the nondefense discre-
tionary cuts in the President’s budget occur
in 2001 and 2002; and

(6) the inclusion in a budget submission of
triggers to make immediate, drastic reduc-
tions in discretionary spending is inconsist-
ent with sound budgeting practices and
should be recognized as a ‘‘budgetary gim-
mick’’ that is antithetical to legitimate ef-
forts to achieve balance in 2002.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that the discretionary spending caps
should not include triggers that would—

(1) result in 100 percent of the nondefense
discretionary reductions occurring in fiscal
years 2001 and 2002; and

(2) make drastic reductions in nondefense
discretionary spending in fiscal years 2001
and 2002 (the last 2 years of the budget) for
the purpose of achieving a balanced budget
in fiscal year 2002.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I submit
what is a very simple and straight-
forward amendment today that strikes,
I think, at the heart of one of the
major problems that we all have with
the President’s proposal.
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To set the stage for this amendment,

let me go back and set the background,
starting with where we are today and
how we have gotten here.

The President proposed in his budget,
the 1997 fiscal year budget, that there
would be immediate downward adjust-
ments to discretionary caps after the
year 2000 if the Congressional Budget
Office projected that his budget would
not balance in the year 2002.

The Congressional Budget Office, sec-
ond, has estimated to us that President
Clinton’s fiscal year 1997 budget sub-
mission will, indeed, incur a deficit of
$84 billion in the year 2002. Now, as a
result of the CBO’s projected deficit in
the year 2002, the President’s budget
will trigger drastic, drastic reductions
in discretionary spending in the years
2001 and 2002. It is important for my
colleagues to understand that these
drastic reductions which will kick in
would have to occur in those non-
defense programs such as education,
the environment, crime control,
science, veterans, and other human re-
source programs.

It is also interesting, and, again, im-
portant for our colleagues all to under-
stand, that 100 percent of the non-
defense discretionary cuts in the Presi-
dent’s budget that occur in 2001 and
2002, over that 2-year period, 100 per-
cent of those cuts will occur.

Now, the inclusion of a budget sub-
mission of triggers to make immediate
drastic reductions in discretionary
spending is simply inconsistent with
sound budgeting practices and needs to
be recognized for what it is—budgetary
gimmickry, smoke and mirrors. This
is, indeed, inconsistent with our bipar-
tisan, I hope, legitimate efforts to bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002.

Thus, this sense-of-the-Senate
amendment says it is the sense of the
Senate that the discretionary spending
caps should not include triggers which
would result in 100 percent of the non-
defense discretionary reductions occur-
ring in fiscal year 2001 and 2002, and,
second, should not include triggers
that make drastic reductions in non-
defense discretionary spending in fiscal
years 2001 and 2002, the last 2 years of
the budget, for the purpose of achiev-
ing a balanced budget in the year 2002.

This amendment is very simple. That
is it. You just heard the sense-of-the-
Senate amendment. It is straight-
forward. By passing this amendment,
the Senate, today, can make a strong
statement opposing budgetary gim-
mickry, smoke and mirrors, and in sup-
port of nonsense budgeting.

We all travel around this country and
to our town meetings. It is very clear
that the American people are tired of
gimmicks out of Washington, are tired
of the smoke-and-mirrors budgeting
that we have undertaken in the past
and that is reflected in the President’s
budget. Repeated use of these gim-
micks over time has contributed to the
overall lack of confidence that we see
in our budgetary process in our Federal
Government today.

A few months ago, the President in-
troduced his 1997 budget, proudly
claiming that his budget balanced in
the year 2002 using Congressional
Budget Office numbers. Now, this is the
2,200 pages of the President’s budget for
1997. Intrigued by the President’s new
enthusiasm, very different than a year
and a half ago, for a balanced budget,
my colleagues and I on the Budget
Committee went through the 2,000
pages. It was very interesting what we
discovered. Buried in the budget sup-
plement on page 13, we discovered a
very troubling budget gimmick that it
is important for all of our colleagues to
understand, to note that is in there. It
is really the purpose of the sense of
that amendment to point this out and
to refute it.

On page 13, it says that in case the
new assumptions produce a deficit in
2002, the President’s budget proposes
an immediate adjustment to the an-
nual limits or caps on discretionary
spending, lowering them enough to
reach balance in the year 2002.

Let me explain how this proposal
works. The proposal is called a trigger
here in Washington, but to the typical
American it is not a trigger. It is a
gimmick. It is a smoke-and-mirrors ap-
proach. The CBO, the nonpartisan Fed-
eral budget analysts that look at this
information, says the budget of the
President will have a deficit of $81 bil-
lion in the year 2002. To make up that
deficit which the CBO tells us will exist
in 6 years, the President’s budget, in
this document, includes a trigger. That
trigger will make unspecified cuts in
discretionary spending over those last
2 years. That is how his budget
achieves so-called balance, through
this gimmick.

Now, discretionary spending, what is
it? It makes up one-third of our entire
Federal budget. It includes spending on
our basic Government functions, in-
cluding education, including roads, in-
cluding the environment, including
science and scientific research, includ-
ing veterans, including medical re-
search. The President’s trigger says it
cuts discretionary spending in these
fields in the years 2001 and 2002 but
does not say where these cuts will
come from. It does not say which pro-
grams will have to absorb these drastic
and instant cuts of such magnitude.

Let me refer to this first chart. It ba-
sically is headed ‘‘Spend now, save
later.’’ In red is the President’s budget.
In green is the budget proposed today
before the U.S. Senate, the chairman’s
mark. The President’s budget
frontloads the spending and backloads
the savings. The President proposes to
increase spending over the next several
years. This is 1996, 1997, and 1998.

The President’s budget says: Yes, in-
crease the nondefense discretionary
spending over the next several years
and then drastically cut thereafter.
Contrast that to the mark that we
have before us today, the chairman’s
mark for spending cuts; reductions
begin and continue evenly over that
entire period of time.

These drastic cuts are really what we
are focusing on in this sense-of-the-
Senate amendment today because what
the President’s budget tells us in the
supplement, that if they do not reach
balance and the CBO says it will not
reach balance, these cuts come in.
Look at the drastic cuts occurring in
these 2 outlying years. The chairman’s
mark shows a steady glidepath of de-
creased spending over time.

Now, discretionary spending is an in-
side-the-beltway term. Let me show
how the cuts and the President’s budg-
et compare to the cuts in the Senate
balanced budget resolution. On the sec-
ond chart we will look at one such area
that is of the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. As we can see in our budget be-
fore the Senate today, in the Senate
budget, we see we assume a freeze at a
spending of about $880 million over the
next 6 years. In contrast, we see the
President’s budget also has a freeze the
first year but then a reduction over
time—again, with drastic cuts coming
in to the year 2000.

The Food and Drug Administration, a
program we all know is valuable to the
safety of our country, that is valuable
both in terms of food and drug safe-
guards, we see the significant cuts. If
we look at the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the Senate plan, again, in
green, increases spending about $900
million next year and freezes it over
the period out to the year 2002. In con-
trast, the President’s plan increases
spending over time. But, again, in
those last 2 years, because of this
smoke and mirrors, because of this
budgetary gimmickry, we see drastic
cuts that have to take place according
to the budget as presented and written
by the President in these last 2 years.

It is these drastic cuts that we are
addressing in this sense-of-the-Senate
amendment. On the one hand, we have
had many attacks on this side of the
aisle for ravaging the environment.
Look at the difference of what actually
occurs in the Senate-reported budget
versus that of the President of the
United States.

Let me turn to another area which is
obviously quite close to me, being a
scientist in the U.S. Senate. That is
the National Science Foundation. Once
again, you see that what is in the
chairman’s mark, passed out of the
Budget Committee, is very different
than what is proposed in the Presi-
dent’s budget—once again, if we focus
on the last 2 years.

The National Science Foundation
funds many of those important sci-
entific research policies, projects, and
investigations, which have long-term
payouts and affect our individual lives.

Another area I am very close to is
the National Institutes of Health. If
there is one thing I keep coming back
to this floor talking about, it is that
we need to think long term. We cannot
just think short term and think just
what gets us to the next election, or
what will be politically appealing to
the masses of people today. We have to
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think long term. The National Insti-
tutes of Health, as you can see, is at
about $12 billion in spending right now.
Under the Senate-reported plan, it will
be frozen and will continue at that
level. Right now, under the President’s
plan, there is a proposed increase. It
makes us feel good because this is long-
term investment for this country. But
look what is also in the document.
Look what happens in 2001 and 2002,
which is 5 years from now. There are
drastic cuts in the President’s plan for
the National Institutes of Health—a
valuable program that engages in life-
saving research that will affect
everybody’s lives in this body and all
Americans lives in the future. It is this
long-term view, not just the short-term
view, that we must take.

We can look at another area, again,
that I have been close to, which is vet-
erans’ medical care and hospital serv-
ices. I have had the privilege, over the
last 12 years of my life, to spend every
week operating in a veterans’ hospital,
either in Tennessee or in California. It
has been a big part of my life to see the
sort of care that can be delivered to
our veterans, who deserve this care.
Well, once again, we see in green on the
chart what happens under our budget
proposal, which came through the U.S.
Senate Budget Committee. You can see
that over time, there is essentially a
freeze of about $17 billion. But contrast
that with the realities that are in the
President’s budget. The realities are
that we have extreme and drastic cuts,
over time, into the year 2000.

Again, we will focus on the years 2001
and 2002. These charts are really se-
lected charts. You can go on and on,
program by program. But what is im-
portant is for all of our colleagues to
understand what happens by putting in
this budgetary gimmickry. These are
just a few examples, and there are
many, many more. The simple fact is,
Mr. President, that these cuts are
never going to happen. I hope that they
will not happen because they are so
drastic, and they would occur in fields
that need sufficient funds. And that is,
science, education, the environment,
and the Veterans’ Administration. Peo-
ple know that these drastic cuts will
never happen. We have this feeling put
forward in the President’s budget that
we can spend more right now, and we
can worry about saving later, and that
we can cut drastically later. This is not
fair to the American people or to Mem-
bers of this body.

We, as Senators and elected leaders,
must avoid gimmicks when we are
dealing with taxpayers’ money. Earlier
today, there has been a lot of pointing
as to what happened in the past, 10
years ago, and with asterisks, and 15
years ago. Well, it is a new day and
time, and there are new people in this
body, and we have come here and said,
‘‘No more gimmicks. That is not what
the American people want. No more
smoke and mirrors. Let us address the
problems that can be addressed in a bi-
partisan way.’’ We know what the prob-

lem is and the problem is that we have
not been spending very smart in the
past. We have been spending too much.
Now is the time to avoid gimmicks and
to spend smarter.

Again, I will also re-echo what my
distinguished colleague from Connecti-
cut just said. This can be done in a bi-
partisan way; this can be done bringing
both sides of the aisle together. I hope
that in that spirit of bipartisanship
both sides of the aisle will come to-
gether and join me in opposing the
budgetary gimmicks and the budgetary
smoke and mirrors that are in the
President’s plan, and support common-
sense budgeting.

Mr. President, at this juncture, I will
yield 5 minutes to my colleague from
the State of Missouri, and that 5 min-
utes should be taken off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized.

Mr. BOND. I thank and congratulate
my colleague from Tennessee. Senator
FRIST has put his finger on the real
problem in this budget. The President,
in his budget, has glowing words, as
several of my colleagues on the other
side have, about the priorities that
they think are important. The Presi-
dent has said that we must invest in
education and training, the environ-
ment, science and technology, law en-
forcement, and other priorities.

But, as I pointed out earlier today,
when it comes to making these sets of
numbers balance out, they have a meat
ax, a paint-by-numbers meat ax that
whacks 10 percent out of all of those
budgets in 2001, and 18 percent in 2002.
Now, are you for the priorities? If so,
this is an opportunity to vote for some
honesty in budgeting. The President
has claimed he gets to balance. I think
most of the people in this body say we
want to get to balance. But do we real-
ly want to get to balance by taking the
drastic cuts that my colleague from
Tennessee has just talked about?

I talked earlier this morning about
the cuts in NIH, National Institutes of
Health, FDA. Yesterday, I talked about
the serious cuts that would happen to
the Environmental Protection Agency
if you apply this meat ax arbitrarily in
2001 and 2002, because the President’s
numbers do not add up, unless you have
the meat ax.

What the Senator from Tennessee is
saying is, if you are serious about this
budget, serious about reporting a re-
sponsible budget that gets to balance,
let us take a look at what your budget,
as now proposed, would actually do. It
savages some of the very programs the
President said he wants to promote and
defend on the way to a balanced budg-
et.

Well, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, if
you are serious about establishing pri-
orities, if you really believe that num-
bers do not lie, if you believe that
budgets should say what they mean
and mean what they say, let us get rid

of the arbitrary cuts in NIH, funding
for the Women, Infants and Children
Program, funding for child care, fund-
ing for the National Science Founda-
tion, and NASA, and, yes, funding for
the Veterans’ Administration.

My distinguished colleague who has
had experience in working with the
Veterans, Administration knows how
compelling the needs of those veterans
are. I have visited facilities and talked
with people who are finding that the
problems in those Veterans’ Adminis-
tration facilities cannot be dealt with.

If we follow this meat ax budget ap-
proach, we would be closing more than
one out of four veterans’ facilities in
the Nation. That means, as I said, Cali-
fornia, with 11 hospitals, would lose 3,
or probably 4. Our friends from Califor-
nia might want to tell us which of
these four hospitals would be closed;
and Florida, with six facilities, would
probably lose at least one, maybe two;
Illinois, with six, would also lose one or
two; Massachusetts, at least one; Mis-
souri, at least one; New York, at least
three, and probably four; Pennsylvania,
at least two, and probably three;
Texas, at least two; Ohio, at least one.

Do we arbitrarily want to close all of
these facilities because we do not want
to meet our obligations to the men and
women who have defended this country
who are either injured in war or who
are now medically indigent? I cannot
believe that is a serious budget pro-
posal.

If my colleagues really want to pur-
sue the President’s budget and defend
his priority, then I urge them to vote
for the Frist resolution so that they
can go back and make some intelligent
decisions rather than taking a meat ax
to the very programs the President
said he wants as his priorities. His pro-
gram would slash environment, chil-
dren, education, and health care for
veterans. Mr. President, that is not ac-
ceptable.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment which I think is very well
considered presented by the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield myself 15 minutes off the amend-
ment.

Mr. President, as we begin consider-
ation of the fiscal 1997 budget resolu-
tion, we ought to take a good look at
the history of what has happened to
the Federal budget in the last 15 years.

The fiscal records of Presidents Clin-
ton, Bush, and Reagan could not be
more different. For 12 years the Reagan
and Bush administrations racked up
$2.3 trillion a day. In fact, if we did not
have to pay the interest on the debt
that was chalked up in these 12 years,
the budget would be balanced in fiscal
1996.

Just to be sure there was not too
much confusion to make the point, let
me repeat that, if we did not have to
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pay the interest on the debt that was
stacked up in these 12 years, the 12
years of the Reagan and Bush adminis-
trations, $2.3 trillion worth of debt, the
budget would be balanced in fiscal year
1996. Not once did President Reagan or
President Bush propose a balanced
budget. Fortunately, President Clin-
ton’s 3-year record is much different.
President Clinton promised a change in
1992, and he has produced one.

If you would consider the following,
it makes the point very clearly. The
deficit has gone down for 4 straight
years. The deficit for the year that we
are in now is expected to be only $144
billion which is 1.9 percent of our gross
domestic product. This is the lowest
annual percentage of any industrialized
country. For example, Japan’s deficit
is over 3 percent of its GDP. Great
Britain’s is 7 percent, and Italy is 9
percent budget to GDP.

Finally, President Clinton is the first
President to put forward a balanced
budget proposal since the 1974 Budget
Act created the Budget Committees.

So the question is no longer whether
we will balance the budget. The ques-
tion is how we will balance the budget.
President Clinton has laid out the
right way to balance the budget. He did
exactly what the Republicans de-
manded last year. He put forward a 7-
year balanced budget scored by the
Congressional Budget Office.

President Clinton once again has put
forward a 7-year balanced budget
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. His budget is much different than
the Republican budget. His budget pro-
tects Medicare and Medicaid, education
and the environment, and does not in-
crease taxes on working families. The
President’s budget not only protects 37
million senior citizens from deep Medi-
care cuts contained in this budget but
would also make the Medicare trust
fund solvent until the year 2006. It pre-
serves the guarantee of Medicaid for 37
million seniors and disabled persons. It
protects our Nation’s environment by
ensuring full funding for implementa-
tion of the major environmental pro-
grams that so many support like clean
air, clean water, and toxic waste clean-
ups. It makes critical investments in
education and training. It provides in-
creased funding for programs like Head
Start, title I, and Safe and Drug-Free
Schools.

Finally, the President’s budget main-
tains the EITC, the earned-income tax
credit, which provides tax relief for
working families who earn less than
$28,000 a year. This allows them to
maintain their family needs for basic
essentials for sustenance.

The Republican budget is much dif-
ferent. It is punitive to working fami-
lies and senior citizens. In reality, the
underlying budget resolution should be
dubbed ‘‘extremist budget, part 2.’’

For example, they claim that they
have lowered their Medicare care cuts.
But have they? The answer is no. They
claim that their cuts have come down
to the President’s level. But they have

not. In January the final Republican
offer in the budget negotiations in-
cluded a $226 billion cut in Medicare
over 7 years. This budget resolution
calls for $228 million in Medicare cuts
over 7 years. The number is virtually
the same.

These large cuts combined with their
structural changes will truly make
Medicare, as it is said, ‘‘wither on the
vine.’’ I think that quote comes from
the Speaker of the House. If the Repub-
lican budget is enacted Medicare will
become a second-class health care sys-
tem.

The Republican budget also elimi-
nates the guarantee of Medicaid cov-
erage for seniors, for the disabled, for
children, and for pregnant women.

This budget continues the Repub-
lican assault on education. Over 7
years the budget cuts $70 billion in edu-
cation and training compared to the
President’s budget.

This budget contains the Republican
trashing of the environment. It will cut
environmental programs by 19 percent
in the year 2002. It will slow down toxic
waste cleanups.

I am not going to stand idly by, and
neither are many, and watch this pil-
laging of the environment go unchal-
lenged. Senator JOHN KERRY and I will
offer an amendment to restore these
deep cuts in the environmental protec-
tion programs.

Finally, their budget contains the
Republican war on working families.
At the same time the Republican lead-
ership is opposing an increase in the
minimum wage, they are also propos-
ing a tax increase on working families
who earn under $28,000 a year. It is
hard. It is unfair. And that is why this
resolution should be called ‘‘extremist
budget, part 2.’’

Mr. President, as we heard the debate
here, I have heard references to moral
fiber; to the fact that the President
lacks the moral fiber to produce a
budget that truly answers the question
as to balance in 7 years. Mr. President,
when we talk about moral fiber I can-
not help but think about the moral
fiber that is necessary to say to 12 mil-
lion Americans that you ought to
make more than $4.25 an hour, that on
$180 you are still way below the pov-
erty level, and when you go, if we fi-
nally can get there, to $5.15 an hour,
you are still being asked to get by on
less than the poverty level.

Where is the morality of that issue?
I cannot see it. We can talk about the
accountants’ version of morality. That
is what we are discussing. We are dis-
cussing whether or not this budget is
balanced in 7 years.

The President, President Clinton, has
delivered on his promise, and the budg-
et deficit has come down 4 years in a
row. It is the first time since President
Truman that has happened. And we
question the moral fiber of the pro-
posal? It is an outrage.

Part of the proposal put into the un-
derlying budget resolution is a reduc-
tion, or the elimination, of much of the

earned income tax credit. That is the
payroll tax portion of the incomes less
than $28,000. Give it back—$28,000.

The poverty level for an individual
today is $8,000 worth of income, and
$11,000 for a family of three. But we are
saying that even though the average
income is substantially above the
$28,000 that we ought to raise taxes on
those people. Does anybody have an
idea how well you can support a family
in the high-cost areas of the country
on $28,000 a year? At the same time,
Mr. President, it is proposed that we
furnish a tax break for those in the
higher income levels. Under the origi-
nal proposal, if someone earned
$350,000, they would have gotten an
$8,500 tax deduction, but we do not
want to give a 90-cent raise to people
making $4.25 an hour. It is outrageous.
We ought not to loosely talk about mo-
rality when we discuss these. If we
want to discuss them as numbers, if we
want to challenge the figures, everyone
has a right to do that. But when we get
into the subjective evaluations of what
is moral and what is right, it is more
hokum than a serious evaluation of
morality.

Mr. President, I have had the good
fortune to have spent a lot of my years
in the corporate sector, and I ran a
fairly successful company. The com-
pany today employees 29,000 people, the
company that I started with two other
fellows, all of us from poor families in
the working community of Patterson,
NJ. So I know something about the
corporate world, and I know something
about how one conducts business. When
I hear about how we have to achieve
this balance in our budget, eliminate
the deficit in 7 years, I think it is a
worthwhile target, but I think we have
to include in that evaluation which
part of the budget is important and
which part of it is simply paying atten-
tion and fulfilling obligations to spe-
cial interests.

There are few companies worth their
salt in this country that do not brag
about their creditworthiness, about
their ability to borrow to make invest-
ments in the future. Unfortunately, the
accounting technique that we use in
Government does not permit us to take
capital investments and amortize them
over a period of years. They are treated
like cash investments. So we have a
skewed view of what national account-
ing is about.

I announce here and now that I, too,
want to achieve a budget balance, but
I do not want to do it on the backs of
poor working-class families. I do not
want to do it on the backs of citizens
who have been promised as they paid
into the Medicare trust fund that they
would get particular benefits, that
they had a contract with their Govern-
ment. I do not want to balance the
budget on their backs. I do not want to
balance the budget on the backs of
young people who desire and have the
ability to get an education who are not
going to be able to get it if we continue
to cut into college loan funds.
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So it is a question of not when we are

ready to balance the budget—the Presi-
dent has laid down a budget that will
balance in 7 years; CBO says they agree
with him; they are the objective voice
that we are using here—it is only a
question of how we get that budget bal-
anced. I think if we all work at it, we
all try our best, we can achieve some-
thing that is fairer to all of the mem-
bers of our society.

So I hope my colleagues will support
the President’s balanced budget and
oppose the extremist Republican budg-
et. Last year, we stopped the extremist
Republican budget that gutted Medi-
care to pay for tax breaks for the rich.
They want to do it again.

At this point, Mr. President, I ask
how much time we have on the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 15 minutes 45 seconds.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the re-
mainder of that time to the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon to use as
he sees fit.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee.
Mr. FRIST. I ask, how much time on

this side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

are 13 minutes 45 seconds.
Mrs. BOXER. May I ask the Senator

from Oregon if he would reserve just 3
minutes of his 15 minutes. We do have
an offer we want to propound to the
other side.

Mr. WYDEN. I would be happy to.
Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator.
Mr. WYDEN. Let me say thank you

to my friend from New Jersey as well
and say that I think he has made a fine
statement and offered much on this
issue with which I agree. I commend
him for it.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, many
Americans see the process of setting a
budget resolution as a murky, inside-
the-beltway exercise that, charitably
speaking, leaves them confused and
frustrated. More than occasionally I
have shared this frustration. But
Americans also know that the deci-
sions we make now are going to affect
their futures and the futures of their
children and their grandchildren. At
home in Oregon, that means doing the
hard work that the majority budget
resolution simply ignores. At home in
Oregon, it means making tough
choices, not politically expedient ones.

For example, it means fixing Medi-
care and Medicaid, not just sucking bil-
lions of dollars out of these extraor-
dinarily important health care pro-
grams. At home in Oregon, we have
ground down the cost of health care
and Medicare to one of the lowest per
capita averages in our Nation. Repub-
lican budget drafters could have built
on Oregon’s success. They could have
helped transform the Medicare Pro-
gram, its management and its finances,
in a way to encourage innovation and

equality and efficiency as we have done
in much of my State. But this budget
simply cuts rather than transforms. It
leaves behind many of the same old
problems in the Medicare Program, the
problems that have seen so often re-
sults in rewards for inefficiency and in-
stead again pounds the vulnerable. I
think it is a mistake, and I think it is
possible to do far better.

On the welfare reform issue, all of us
understand this is a job that must be
done. Again, at home in Oregon, we
found a way to make a real start by re-
forming our health care system for the
working poor and launching a new wel-
fare-to-work program that is putting
our citizens in good-paying jobs. It
took an up-front investment that is al-
ready paying dividends and is expected
to be yet more successful in the future.
But it took political will. It took rea-
sonable public support to get the job
done, and again I think this budget is
not going to make that possible.

I am afraid this budget on the wel-
fare reform issue promises a stillbirth
for future efforts in other States by op-
erating on the idea that you can just
out-cheap the system rather than
transform it to make it work.

If you look at the budget offered by
the majority, we would have to cut $56
billion more than the administration
foresees for education and training. On
one of the issues most important to the
future of Oregon families, this budget
says it is more important to spend on a
number of outdated military weapons
systems than it is to support education
and vocational training for our chil-
dren who are going to need the skills
and the experiences essential to com-
pete in a global economy.

I say to my friends, the cold war is
over. We won it. But the majority
budget does not reflect this reality.

The new war, the economic war that
enlists every schoolchild in my State
and across the country, is the one that
we are going to have to fight aggres-
sively. Our competitors in Asia and Eu-
rope shoot with real bullets. They are
making stronger investments in edu-
cation and training than we are, and
they are creating world standard, tech-
nical quality work forces.

What is the response in this budget?
The majority budget extracts funds
that we need for training and educat-
ing our schoolchildren and reinvests it
in goldplated weapons systems that
even the military questions today. The
majority budget goes on to cap the Di-
rect Student Loan Program at 20 per-
cent, a program that eliminates red-
tape and middle-level bureaucracy in
order to get funds to working families
and students. Head Start would be fro-
zen, eliminating opportunities for up to
20,000 children. And, while Americans
across the country are talking about
the specter of corporate downsizing,
this budget would deny assistance over
the next 6 years through the Job Train-
ing for Dislocated Workers Program to
many of the workers in our Nation who
have lost their jobs.

On the environmental issue, an issue
of great importance to our State, we
see again how there is a retreat in this
budget from much of the great biparti-
san progress that has been made in the
last 20 years. For example, in my State
this bipartisan progress has led to ef-
fective stewardship of great natural
treasures like Crater Lake and the
Three Sisters Wilderness. This budget
would put that bipartisan tradition of
environmental protection in reverse,
simply by cutting the National Park
Service budget by 20 percent below the
administration’s proposal. This is
going to force some parks to close, oth-
ers are going to cut back on mainte-
nance and access, and we are going to
spoil, in my view, much of the impor-
tant progress in environmental protec-
tion that has been made in the last few
decades.

In the early 1960’s, citizens of my
State launched a huge public program
to clean up the polluted Willamette
River, a project that, at that time, was
one of the biggest and most expensive
environmental efforts in our history.
We understand the value of clean water
and resource protection, and we were
willing to pay the price of renewing
that great river. And that wise invest-
ment has been paid back many times.

The people of our State want to see
those special values and environmental
stewardship projected in this budget
resolution. But this budget makes a re-
treat from those values by cutting the
environmental programs nearly 20 per-
cent in 2002. The budget would relieve
polluters of certain Superfund cleanup
costs and make every taxpayer shoul-
der new burdens. EPA enforcement ac-
tivities would be rolled back, and there
would be fewer environmental cops on
the beat.

I am particularly concerned that the
need for salmon restoration funds in
the Columbia River and maintaining
our fish hatcheries in this Great Basin
are priorities that again come up unat-
tended and short in this resolution.

So I say to my colleagues on both
sides, one of the efforts I have been
proudest of in my early days in the
Senate was getting 34 Senators to join
me in a letter that I authored, making
it clear that it was important to get
the nongermane and devastating envi-
ronmental riders out of the omnibus
appropriations bill. We were successful
at that. The spending bill does not gut
the environmental protections that
have been pushed so hard by so many
for so long. If this budget resolution
forces a retreat on environmental pro-
tection, we will make the same effort,
as this process goes forward, to turn it
around as we did in our successful work
in terms of getting the
antienvironmental riders out of the
omnibus appropriations bill.

Let me conclude with a word or two
about taxes. Oregonians want tax re-
form and they believe that this should
be a priority as part of this budget res-
olution. But this majority budget cuts
taxes in strange and mysterious ways
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that many of my constituents chal-
lenge. A $500 per child tax credit for a
person making $110,000 per year? How
does that square against increasing
taxes to low-income working families,
families that work hard, that play by
the rules, and have had a chance to see
work rewarded under the earned in-
come tax credit? This budget, unfortu-
nately, retreats, in terms of support for
working families that are struggling to
get ahead. It retreats on the question
of Medicare and Medicaid. And I be-
lieve, as a result of those changes, we
are going to see lower quality health
care, a sicker pool of individuals rely-
ing on those Government programs,
and we will see, as a result of the tax
changes and the health changes, a sig-
nificant reduction in the opportunities
that all of us want to see for individ-
uals in these public programs who want
to get out having that opportunity to
do so.

The proposed cuts in Medicaid would
end guaranteed health coverage, for ex-
ample, for 36 million Americans. For
seniors, the $250 billion in Medicaid
cuts over 7 years risks cutting off pre-
scription drugs, home and community-
based care, and assistive devices such
as wheelchairs. I do not think our fam-
ilies can afford those additional bur-
dens.

So, as we now go to the amendments
on this issue of extraordinary impor-
tance, let us look beyond the cold,
stark figures of the budget. Budgets
just are not about numbers, they are
about the hopes and aspirations of the
American people. We have to get a bal-
anced budget. The families of my State
balance their budgets. It is important
for the Congress to balance the Federal
budget as well. But it has to be ap-
proached in a way that ensures a sense
of fairness, that sacrifices are not just
singled out for those who do not have
political power. Let us make sure that
this budget resolution, this budget res-
olution which would provide an oppor-
tunity to reform Medicare and Medic-
aid in a way that Oregonians have al-
ready begun, would be pursued by the
Congress as a whole.

I am happy to yield time to the Sen-
ator from California.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee.
Mr. FRIST. Have the yeas and nays

been ordered?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. They

have not.
Mr. FRIST. I ask for the yeas and

nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is not a sufficient second.
Mrs. BOXER. If the Senator will

yield, I would explain we would just
like to assure the vote is after 2 o’clock
and we will be delighted to vote on this
amendment.

Mr. FRIST. That will be fine.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California has 2 minutes and
25 seconds.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, do we

have a unanimous-consent agreement
now we are going to vote on the Frist
amendment at 2 o’clock?

Mrs. BOXER. We do not yet.
Mr. DOMENICI. Is all time yielded

back?
Mrs. BOXER. No. We have 2 minutes

and 30 seconds we would like to use.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, does

the Senator from Tennessee have any
additional time he would like to use?

Mr. FRIST. We still have 13 minutes
on our side. If we have time, the Sen-
ator from Michigan would like to use
some of that.

Mr. DOMENICI. In any event, I ask
unanimous consent we vote on the
Frist amendment at 2 o’clock, and
there be no intervening amendments or
requests for votes in the interim.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from California.
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would

like to just ask—we would like to use
a few minutes off the bill as well as
this 21⁄2 minutes. We would like to do
that. Under the rules, are we permitted
to do that? Would I have that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You may
choose what block of time you would
like.

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to add to
the 2 minutes another 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are you
yielding it from the time on the resolu-
tion?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes; that is correct.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has that right.
Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,

Mr. President.
Mr. President, I am a little bit puz-

zled by the amendment the Senator
from Tennessee has offered because it
is an amendment regarding a trigger
that is supposedly in the Democratic
budget that is on the table, and there
is no trigger mechanism in the budget
we have offered. I ask my colleagues to
carefully peruse this document, and
you will not find a trigger mentioned
in the budget that is before you.

So this is really a phantom amend-
ment about something that is not hap-
pening in the Democratic budget. Be-
hind me is a chart which shows the
Democratic budget that we have before
us, and it shows that the discretionary
spending is fairly close between the
two budgets, the Democratic one and
Republican one, despite the fact Sen-
ators on the other side have decried
steep reductions in veterans, so on and
so forth. That is not true. There is no
trigger in this budget. We spend $65 bil-
lion more on discretionary spending
than does the Republican budget.

So, in our view, this is a kind of bi-
zarre situation. We are happy to vote
for the Senator’s amendment because
we agree that we do not want to see
deep cuts in the outyears, and we do
not have them in our budget. So we
would be happy to take this without a
vote, although Senator DOMENICI says
he prefers a record vote. We are happy
to do that. I yield to the Senator from
North Dakota who has comments to
make on this.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it
seems to me a mistake has been made
here, and I do not know the genesis of
the mistake. As I understand it, we
have an amendment that has been of-
fered that suggests there should not be
a triggered reduction in discretionary
spending pending certain events, and
there is no such trigger in the legisla-
tion before the Senate.

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DORGAN. Momentarily—I will

be happy to yield, just briefly.
Mr. FRIST. The word ‘‘trigger’’ is not

used, but if you look in function 920 of
the document—I do not have it before
me, I will have it shortly—you will see
a series of numbers, and in those series
of numbers the trigger is spelled out in
actual numbers. So the effect of the
trigger is spelled out in function 920,
and that is what we are addressing.

Mr. DORGAN. This is a matter of
fact, not a matter of conjecture. There
is no trigger that would automatically
reduce discretionary spending pending
certain events in the future. If we are
going to legislate this way, maybe we
should legislate against four or five
other triggers that do not exist. As
long as there is no prohibition against
legislating to prohibit things that do
not exist, let us amend this by saying,
‘‘Let’s prohibit a trigger that would re-
duce defense spending.’’ There is no
such trigger, but why not add that.

I do not quite understand the cir-
cumstances here. There is, in fact, a
trigger that given certain cir-
cumstances would allow an increase in
certain discretionary spending, but
there is no trigger that would provide
for the decreases that are the subject
of this amendment.

In fact, the important point here is
contrary to the assertions that have
been made on the floor of the Senate
yesterday and today about a whole
range of issues, including funding for
the NIH, funding for the EPA and oth-
ers, contrary to those assertions, the
budget that has been proposed by the
President would provide more spending
in these areas. In the aggregate, it pro-
poses more spending in the discre-
tionary spending accounts because that
represents what he believes to be a pri-
ority.

We have the circumstance of people
coming to the floor of the Senate say-
ing, ‘‘We want more spending’’—the
majority party—‘‘We want $11 billion
more spending on defense. We want to
buy trucks the Defense Department did
not ask for, planes they do not need,
ships they do not want. We want to
spend it on defense.’’
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The President has said he believes we

ought to spend slightly more on discre-
tionary spending than the majority
party is proposing. But this amend-
ment is a real Trojan horse. It seeks to
preclude something that has not been
proposed, and if that is a new standard
of amendments, then let us have fun by
precluding a dozen additional proposals
that have never been made. But it is
not, in my judgment, a very sensible
way to legislate.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to.
Mrs. BOXER. I want to thank the

Senator for participating in this. As a
member of the Budget Committee, I
will tell you right now, we have looked
at this document. There is no word
‘‘trigger’’ in it. The Senator from Ten-
nessee, who wrote this, admits there is
no word ‘‘trigger.’’ And yet, he has a
sense-of-the Senate amendment that
says the discretionary spending caps
should not include triggers. We agree.
That is why the bill we have put for-
ward, the Democratic budget, has no
triggers.

This is what it has. We have used
these numbers. They are $65 billion
more than the Republicans have put
forward, and they are complaining that
we cut the budget too much—we cut
the budget too much. They spend $65
billion less on veterans, $65 billion less
on all of these discretionary spending
areas.

So this amendment is a phantom
amendment, and that is why we are
going to support it, because we do not
like the idea of a trigger. We have not
offered a budget that has a trigger, so
why have an argument about it?

I yield to my friend.
Mr. DORGAN. I simply observe, it

seems a waste of the Senate’s time to
have a record vote on an amendment
designed to prohibit something no one
proposed. It might be fun to offer an
amendment like this, but it serves no
purpose and will simply delay the Sen-
ate.

I think the Senator from California, I
think the Senator from Nebraska also
said, since this has not been proposed,
if someone feels the urge to offer an
amendment to prohibit something not
proposed, we accept it. It seems to me
irrelevant and nonproductive to have a
record vote.

Mrs. BOXER. We are ready to do a
voice vote, but if the chairman wants a
record vote that has nothing to do with
the budget on the table, we will vote
for it.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.
Mrs. BOXER. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will be

referring to function 950 in the amend-
ment. This is the President’s policy
which is laid out, the numbers that
were put before us in the President’s
bill. Let me just read, again, what that
policy is, and I quote page 13 of the
President’s budget:

In case the new assumptions produce a def-
icit in the year 2002, the President’s budget

proposes an immediate adjustment to the an-
nual limits or caps on discretionary spend-
ing, lowering them enough to reach balance
in the year 2002.

June O’Neill from the Congressional
Budget Office came before our commit-
tee, and I will quote from her testi-
mony on April 18, 1996. She says:

The basic policies outlined in the Presi-
dent’s budget would bring down the deficit to
about $80 billion by the year 2002 instead of
producing the budget surplus that the ad-
ministration estimates.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. FRIST. Let me finish this line of
thinking. We are going to have a defi-
cit in the year 2002, according to CBO,
using the policies set forth in the budg-
et presented by the President of the
United States. That is the President’s
plan. The President does have a trigger
in his plan, and it is spelled out in
function 950, which I ask you to refer
to. Correction, 920. And if you look on
page 41, those triggers, the trigger in
the reduction is actually spelled out in
numbers. The trigger has already
taken place, and what my sense-of-the-
Senate amendment simply says is that
those triggers, which result in drastic
reductions in the year 2001 and 2002,
which are spelled out on page 41 of this
document, are already written and
worded right now. Those triggers have
taken place.

My sense-of-the-Senate amendment
says those drastic reductions spelled
out in actual numbers, as spelled out in
the policy by the President of the Unit-
ed States, are wrong.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. FRIST. Yes.
Mr. DORGAN. I appreciate that. I

yielded to the Senator when he asked.
I enjoy the opportunity to discuss this.
I guess the Senator’s point is accurate
with respect to what he read from the
document in front of him. That is not
what is before the Senate.

Will the Senator not agree with me
that is not what we have laid before
the Senate, and if that is the case, you
are talking about something we are not
debating today?

If I can make one final point. When
you talk about cuts, there is not any
way to deny that the amount of discre-
tionary spending proposed by the ma-
jority party is substantially less than
the amount of discretionary spending
proposed by the President.

So those two questions: Is it not true
that we are debating something here
that is not before the Senate? And
what is laid before the Senate does not
contain a trigger; is that correct?

Mr. FRIST. To answer the Senator’s
question, is this the President’s budg-
et? This is the President’s budget. I
read the policy. The budget is spelled
out in actual numbers on page 41 of
function 950, the actual numbers which
is the trigger in place, the actual num-
bers of policy spelled out in the docu-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, how much
time remains on either side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
91⁄2 minutes.

Mr. FRIST. I yield to my colleague
from Michigan on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. President, I think we should
begin by just reminding everybody
what we are about. Pending is an
amendment to the Republican budget
resolution which would substitute the
President’s budget for our own. So I
will incorporate here in my comments
remarks both about that budget itself,
as well as the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

The President’s budget, in my judg-
ment, is quite deficient in a variety of
ways. We can call it a balanced budget
if we want to, but as the amendment
before us reveals, it is only a balanced
budget if drastic reductions in discre-
tionary spending take place in the final
years of that budget. But that is not
the only problem with the budget.

First, and foremost, I believe the
budget is inadequate to deal with the
Medicare crisis which faces this coun-
try. We know already that the Medi-
care part A trust fund is headed to-
wards bankruptcy. We have not gotten
the most recent projections of the
trustees of the Medicare trust account,
but we believe that the date of bank-
ruptcy will be much sooner than an-
ticipated just a year ago when the ma-
jority attempted to try to address the
problem and were thwarted by the
President and the minority.

The fact is that Americans expect
the trust fund to be solvent. Right now
the trust fund is paying out more than
it is taking in. It will reach insolvency
far sooner than anticipated. What we
have attempted to do, in the budget
that the majority has presented here
today, is to try to keep that trust fund
solvent for 10 years.

The President’s budget attempts to
do that by simply removing a very
vital part, home health care, from the
trust fund and moving it off the trust
fund somewhere else.

If that is the way we are going to ap-
proach Medicare, Mr. President, then
who knows what will be taken out of
the trust fund next. Americans have a
right to expect that trust fund will re-
main constant, that the items covered
will remain protected, and that every
time we face a crisis, Congress does not
simply remove more and more parts of
the trust fund and eliminate the cov-
erage it provides.

By moving them, as they have in the
President’s budget, the President and
his budgeteers are, in fact, moving
some $55 billion of trust fund respon-
sibility to the taxpayers as part of the
general account. That is not the way to
guarantee the solvency of Medicare,
and it is in contrast to Republican ef-
forts to ensure Medicare’s solvency for
10 years its solvency in the budget we
have presented.
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The second concern I think needs to

be addressed is the issue of taxes. As
Senator GRAMM just a few moments
ago indicated in a series of charts that
the tax burden faced by America’s
hard-working families is the highest in
the history of this Nation. Indeed, if
the President’s budget becomes the law
of this land, under this budget we will
move to the highest federal tax burden
ever.

At the same time, Mr. President,
under this budget, social spending will
also reach record highs at 17.3 percent
of the gross domestic product of this
country. That means more and more
working families sending more and
more dollars to Washington to pay for
more and more programs that Ameri-
cans find to be overbloated, bureau-
cratic and, in many cases, unnecessary.

That is not the direction we should
head, Mr. President. That is why the
President’s budget sends us in the
wrong direction.

To just once again comment on the
tax portion of this budget, as I said, it
heads us toward the highest tax burden
in history. There has been an effort in
the budget to address the question of
high taxes with a purported tax cut.
But when one examines the President’s
budget and calculates all the taxes
that are cut and all the taxes that are
raised, what you come up with is a
final bottom line number of $6 spread
over 6 years. Distributed to 250 million
American people, that works out, Mr.
President, to $4 per year per American.

I have talked to the taxpayers in my
State. When they think in terms of
getting a tax break, they at least were
hoping for something slightly more
substantial than that, Mr. President.
The $4 a year will not make much of an
impact on the hard-working middle-
class families of my State or any of the
other States.

But I would like to more totally
focus my comments at this point on
the amendment before us to this budg-
et. In this amendment, we are trying to
address what we consider to be the
truly extremist issue before us today.
That is the proposal that in the final 2
years of this budget we will see drastic
cuts, across the board virtually, in the
domestic discretionary spending pro-
grams, huge cuts, cuts which I think go
way too far. I think probably most of
my colleagues, one way or the other,
would agree they go too far.

To approach balancing the budget in
this fashion, to approach it by having
all of these cuts happen somewhere in
the far distant future, and to happen at
this drastic of a level, literally 100 per-
cent of the President’s discretionary
spending reductions happening in the
years 2001 and 2002, in my judgment, to-
tally undermines any validity to claim
that this is a balanced budget.

This is the same thing as having a
family say, ‘‘Well, we’re running in the
red right now. We’re spending more
money than we take in. We’ve got to
correct this. The way we’re going to do
it is not by addressing the problems

over a period of time, this year, next
year, and the following years, but 5
years from now we’re going to elimi-
nate all our expenditures on food.’’

That might make the budget of the
family balanced in the fifth year, but it
is unrealistic and wholly improbable
that in one year an American family is
not going to consume any food. The
same way, it is inconceivable that 100
percent of the discretionary spending
cuts are going to take place in the final
2 years of this budget to achieve bal-
ance. Neither will happen, Mr. Presi-
dent.

For those reasons, I think the ap-
proach that is taken in this amend-
ment is on track. I think we have to
make a clear statement to the Amer-
ican people that we are not going to
achieve a balanced budget with any
kind of cook books, any kind of gim-
mickry, any kind of last-year changes
of this magnitude. We are going to go
at it in a responsible way.

So for those reasons, Mr. President, I
am pleased to support the Frist amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to do so
as well. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. What is the situa-

tion? Do we have a unanimous consent
to vote at 2 p.m. on the pending amend-
ment? What exists with reference to
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. Senator FRIST’s side has 1
minute 50 seconds. The Senator from
Nebraska has 2 minutes. The remainder
of the time can be taken from the gen-
eral-issue pool.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, while the

distinguished manager of the bill is
here, I will just make a comment or
two and see if we cannot do something
to move this process along. I under-
stand that a rollcall vote has been de-
manded on that side of the aisle, which
is surely their right to demand a roll-
call vote. I understand—I do not know
who it is—but someone on this side of
the aisle could not be here to vote until
after 2 o’clock.

I simply point out that we are wast-
ing an awful lot of time. In the com-
mittee, as the chairman knows, this
Senator has tried to move things
along. On the floor, this Senator has
been trying to move things along.

Here we are debating a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution which we all know
has no effect in law whatsoever. But if
we are going to spend this much time
on sense-of-the-Senate resolutions that
have no effect in law, and then put off
votes that should have occurred an
hour ago until some time after 2
o’clock—if that holdup is on our side, I
apologize—I simply say that I guess we
have given up all chances of finishing
this bill by tomorrow night as was
clearly stated was the goal.

Since that goal was stated, we have
had one vote. We have been locked
pretty much in meaningless debate in
the view of this Senator, since yester-
day morning at 9:30. We had only one
vote yesterday. Like yesterday we
came in at 9:30 this morning. Here we
are at 2 o’clock this afternoon and we
are continuing to move around, politi-
cize and question the motives of oth-
ers.

We have so much to do in the U.S.
Senate. I would have liked to have seen
this finished by tomorrow night. I rec-
ognize now that is impossible. I simply
say that this Senator is interested in
reducing the number of the amend-
ments that we have, as best we can. I
simply say I hope we do not get tied up
for this lengthy period of time as we
have on the amendment before the Sen-
ate. We have agreed to accept the
amendment.

Earlier today I said we had 31 or 32
amendments. We now have 51 Demo-
cratic amendments on this side of the
aisle. If we take as much time on those
and other amendments that I am sure
are pending on that side, we could be
here through July 4th on the budget
resolution, talking past each other. We
have agreed to accept this meaningless
amendment by voice vote, but that is
not good enough. Why? I do not quite
understand. I simply say I think we are
bogging down this process in an unrea-
sonable manner. I renew my pledge to
do whatever I can to expedite the proc-
ess.

I do not think there is any question
that the majority is going to vote down
the budget of the President of the Unit-
ed States, which is their right. Why do
they not just go ahead and do it and
move on with the process?

I renew my pleading to the chairman
that we move forward and expedite this
process.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes. I very much
want to not use up our time. Senator
HUTCHISON would like to have some
time before this 2 o’clock time. She has
been waiting a long time.

Let me suggest to my good friend,
Senator EXON, first, if the Senator
wants to work with me to establish
policy for the rest of this debate, that
sense-of-the-Senate resolutions—what
was your word—are irrelevant, unnec-
essary.

Mr. EXON. I said it had no effect in
law, which it does not.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will make a deal
with you. We will get a grand agree-
ment. You do not offer any of them, we
will not offer any of them. I put that
before you, since sense of the Senates
have no effect in law. We are ready to
negotiate. Just have real amendments
from now until tomorrow afternoon at
3 o’clock and we will be finished with
this. I am authorized to speak for the
majority leader. We intend to finish
this budget resolution this weekend so
people who have plans better start
talking to our leaders about how they
might help us get this budget resolu-
tion finished. Everybody has plans, but
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we have plans to get a budget resolu-
tion finished. Frankly, I think we can.
I look over the list of amendments on
our side. I have not had a chance to
look over them on your side. I will
shortly.

Frankly, I do not know why, from
now until 3:30 tomorrow afternoon, giv-
ing us until 10 o’clock or 11 o’clock to-
night, and a nice chunk of time tomor-
row, we could not get it finished.

Let me talk a little bit about this
amendment. The interesting thing
about this amendment and the budget
tendered by the minority, they may
have pulled the trigger but they have
replaced it with a giant plug. There
may be no trigger but there is a plug.
The plug is $67 billion out there in a
little compartment of Government
called function 920. You do not have to
tell anybody how you got there, just
put $67 billion in. What it will do, who
it will hurt, what it will cut, is not
itemized, as ours is. We would like to
make sure that the vote says we want
to pull the plug, pull the trigger on
that plug so it is not there.

Having said that, Senator, I seriously
will work with you to try to narrow
what we are doing and get on and try
and get this done. Thank you for your
cooperation.

Mr. EXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
you for your cooperation. This is an ir-
relevant amendment, a sense of the
Senate that we should not have de-
bated as long as we have. But we have.
Talk about plugs, the kettle keeps call-
ing the pot black.

I simply cite on page 43, line 20, there
is a $43 billion plug in your budget.
Take a look at it. Maybe you can ex-
plain it. I simply say that it seems to
me we keep blaming each other for the
delays, when it is a responsibility of
both of us. I think this sense-of-the-
Senate matter is irrelevant. That is
why I agreed to a voice vote. But you
are entitled to a rollcall vote.

I yield 4 minutes off my time to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is
not a debate about plugs and triggers
but a debate about that we feel is im-
portant in terms of investments for the
future of this country. I am going to
speak, after we have voted on this
amendment, about the budget more
generally. I want to stay on this sub-
ject because I think it is very impor-
tant to lay out the facts.

The facts are these: If you get rid of
all the discussion about any triggers,
all the discussion about plugs, the
question of who is spending more or in-
vesting more in discretionary spending,
especially nondefense discretionary
spending, is not a serious question any
longer at all. The President’s budget
proposes more investment in the kinds
of things that many of us think are
very important—college financial aid,
Head Start, cops on the beat, the WIC
Program. Things that we think are im-
portant are going to be better funded
in the President’s budget.

Now, the majority party says their
priority is to add $11 billion above what

the Pentagon asked to be spent to buy
trucks, planes, ships, and submarines
that the Pentagon did not request.
They want to add $11 billion in that
spending. Then they want to make the
case that somehow they are spending
more money in discretionary spending
than the President’s budget. It is sim-
ply not true.

If you pull out the defense numbers
from that chart, which is included in
discretionary spending, the Republican
budget would put $10 billion less in
nondefense discretionary, which means
that the Republican budget over those
6 years is $116 billion below the budget
submitted by the President in budget
authority—$116 billion below in discre-
tionary spending.

You cannot paint those numbers any
other way. That chart does not lie.
That chart, if you take out the $11 bil-
lion increase in defense the majority
party wants, would show a wider gap in
nondefense discretionary spending. The
President is requesting a much more
substantial amount of spending in
things like Head Start, WIC, education,
student financial aid, cops on the beat,
and a whole series of those issues than
would exist in the majority party budg-
et. They would have us believe some-
how with charts and all kinds of tap-
dances around these numbers that they
are proposing more funding for discre-
tionary spending. It is simply and de-
monstrably not true. That is the point
that is important as we cast this next
vote.

The Senator from Nebraska has it ab-
solutely right. I do not know why we
are wasting time voting on a proposal
to eliminate something that does not
exist, but, I suppose, some people will
feel better if they can amend some-
thing that did not exist and maybe we
can have six or eight more of these, but
it wastes time and accomplishes noth-
ing.

I yield the floor.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I yield the

remaining time on the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

on the amendment has been consumed.
The Senator would now have to yield
time on the resolution.

Mr. FRIST. I yield time from the res-
olution to the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], is
recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank Senator DOMENICI
and Senator FRIST for all the work
they are doing to try to draw distinc-
tions between the President’s budget,
which is before us as an amendment,
and the underlying budget resolution,
which is the responsible budget resolu-
tion that really balances by the year
2002.

My colleagues have said that the
President’s budget balances and that it
provides for middle-class tax relief.
The American people want a Federal
budget that balances, and they also
want to keep more of the money that
they work so hard to earn. But let us

look at the President’s budget and let
us respond to the demands of the
American people. As Paul Harvey
would say, ‘‘Now it is time for the rest
of the story.’’

Let us look at the issue of balance. I
really think the President cannot have
a straight face when he says his budget
balances, when more than half of the
cuts—more than half—come in the last
2 years—2001 and 2002—of the 7-year pe-
riod the budget covers. There are $600
billion in cuts over 7 years, and some
$350 billion of those are in the last 2
years.

I think it is very obvious that who-
ever is elected President this year,
1996, is not going to have to face the is-
sues in the year 2001 and 2002, because
there will be yet another President.

I do not think we can, responsibly,
with a straight face, pass the Presi-
dent’s budget and tell the American
people that we have done the respon-
sible thing. I want to use some exam-
ples of what the President’s budget
does. Take NASA for an example.
Under the President’s budget, the
NASA budget lopes along about where
it is now for 3 years, and then it drops
10 percent over 2 years. Now, that is
not a responsible approach toward a re-
search, technology, or scientific en-
deavor. How can you be midway into
an experiment and, all of a sudden, not
have the money for it?

The Republican budget, on the other
hand, has steady declines in the NASA
budget, for which they can prepare.
NASA officials can see very clearly
what is going to happen and plan how
they are going to have to allocate their
resources.

Let us take defense spending, an-
other example. The President is pro-
posing another $3 billion in cuts this
year. That would make it the 12th
straight year of decline in defense
spending. Today we spend only a little
more than one-half of what we spent on
defense in 1985. Weapons purchases
alone are down 70 percent from 1985.
And here we are, at a time when we
have American troops all over the
world that are seeking to keep peace in
some way or another; while we must
maintain the highest defense readiness,
and we are looking at a major tech-
nology initiative in theater missile de-
fense to defend against the very real
ballistic missile threat to our country
and our troops in the field; with all
these priorities, we are looking at a
Presidential budget that reduces de-
fense spending again.

Now let us look at tax cuts. The
President’s budget has a tax credit of
$300 per child up to the age of 13. But
the tax credit is only temporary, be-
cause it ends if a balanced budget isn’t
reached in the year 2002. And, accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office,
the President’s budget will not be bal-
anced by the year 2002.

By comparison, the Republican budg-
et, the underlying budget, has a perma-
nent tax credit of $500 up to the age of
18 for middle-income taxpayers. That is
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a big difference to an American family.
Anyone who has a teenager knows that
those are the years when you face the
most urgent demands on their hard-
earned income.

Let us talk about the homemakers of
this country. The budget that is under-
lying—like the budget that we sent to
the President last year and which was
vetoed—hopefully will include home-
maker IRA’s. But the President’s budg-
et does not. He does not think that the
work done inside the home is every bit
as important as the work done outside
the home. Therefore, he did not provide
for the retirement security options for
the homemakers of this country. We
must not stand for that. We must make
sure that this year we do address that
terrible inequity, so that a one-income-
earner family and a two-income-earner
family will have the same retirement
security options. It is only fair that
homemakers have their retirement
nest egg and that one-income-earner
families, who are sacrificing to have a
homemaker at home when their chil-
dren come home from school, will not
have to suffer in retirement years.

So there are big differences between
the President’s budget and the budget
that we are trying to pass today. We
must reject the President’s budget. It
is a hollow budget. The balance will
only occur if we make huge cuts in the
year 2001 and the year 2002.

Mr. President, now is the time for
Congress to act responsibly, to have
cuts that are sloping very gradually, so
that agencies or people that are enti-
tled to benefits will know exactly what
is there in a responsible manner. The
cuts in the rate of growth of spending
should be gradual, not staying at the
same level until no one around here
will be in office anymore, and then cut-
ting to the bone and saying, ‘‘Oh, yes,
we are going to set the budget num-
bers, but we are going to let you in the
future make the tough decisions.’’ No,
Mr. President, now is the time to make
the tough decisions, and that is the
issue before us.

Are we going to do the responsible
thing for our children and grand-
children for the future of this country,
or are we going to adopt the Presi-
dent’s budget that is before us on the
floor right now, which will not really
balance? Those tough decisions being
put off now will not be any easier then.
Most certainly, we cannot expect a de-
fense budget to go up, down, and back
up. Nor can we afford to have an exper-
iment at NASA proceed to a certain
point and then drop off the face of the
Earth—figuratively speaking.

Mr. President, that is not respon-
sible. We know it, and the American
people know it. Let us do the respon-
sible thing and reject the President’s
hollow budget and make the real tough
decisions now. That is what the Amer-
ican people asked of us in 1994. It is
what we promised. Let us keep the
promise.

I yield the floor.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, how much

time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes before the vote. There is
no time remaining on the amendment.

Mr. FRIST. We yield back our time.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we proceed
immediately to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The question is on agreeing to the

amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 114 Leg.]
YEAS—99

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon
Faircloth
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simon
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Dole

The amendment (No. 3968) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

SNOWE). The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,

let me tell my colleagues where we are.
Frankly, we have a long way to go.
Once again, I am urging that Senators
on our side—and I will yield to Senator
EXON on his side—we need all the
amendments, everybody who has an
amendment to get us the amendment
or at least the substance of it. We are

going to try to work something out so
we can get out of here at a reasonable
time.

We are not anywhere close to that. I
think on our side we have 22 proposed
amendments. We are looking them
over, first with staff and then with var-
ious Senators.

Senator EXON has a tentative list
that is not even completed, of how
many?

Mr. EXON. Fifty-one.
Mr. DOMENICI. That is 51, and 22,

that makes 73 amendments.
Our leader has told me his desire is

that we finish this budget resolution
over this weekend. That means we have
all night tonight and we have all day
tomorrow and perhaps we have part of
Saturday. I know that brings a lot of
grumpy looks on lots of faces, because
I am sure everybody has something
they planned to do tomorrow. I have
great respect for that. But if I am the
general, I will do the job. If I am the
follower, I will do the job. Right now, I
am the follower. I am doing what the
leader suggested.

We are going to be here a long time
unless we can reach some agreement.
In fairness, we are working with the
minority leader and with Senator
EXON, who is being very cooperative, to
see how we can narrow this down.

Maybe my colleague could report to
the Senate from his side?

Mr. EXON. I thank the chairman for
bringing this up.

Mr. DOMENICI. We need order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Order in

the Chamber.
Mr. EXON. Madam President, every-

thing he said I second. The way we are
going we will not be through even if we
would stay here all weekend including
Sunday. The way we are going that
would not be enough, we would not get
out of here until July 4 sometime, and
I am not saying what year. We must
move this ahead, not only because I
think we are wasting a lot of time but
because we have other things that we
must address.

I say to the leader, we are sending
out a hotline at the present time to try
to get an agreement that all the Demo-
cratic Senators would file amendments
with me by 4 o’clock, or maybe 5
o’clock. I think something like that
would very likely be acceptable on my
colleague’s side. Then we would know
how many amendments we have and we
might be able to work out something
so we can maybe come to a reasonable
agreement and if necessary go over
sometime until next week, which I
think everyone would like to do.

But we are not going to do that, I
suggest, following up on the statement
of the manager of the bill, the chair-
man of the committee, as he has just
indicated, unless we can have some
movement. I think we can get that
small amount done, and that small
amount is simply to get the amend-
ments listed as we have previously. I
think that can happen, but I cannot
commit to that now because we are
running a hotline. But I believe that
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will come to pass. I think the imme-
diate thing we have to do is decide
where do we go from here? The Senator
from Nebraska is interested in going to
a vote as soon as possible on my
amendment offered this morning at
9:30, to have a vote on the President’s
budget. We have had a lot of debate on
it. I do not know whether we shed
much light, but we have had a lot of
debate.

In the meantime, I understand the
next amendment on that side, and cor-
rect me if I am wrong, is an amend-
ment that is supposed to be offered by
the Senator from Missouri. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. EXON. I am looking at this for

the first time now. Is this a sense of
the Senate? It is not a sense of the Sen-
ate?

Mr. DOMENICI. No, sir, it is a sub-
stantive amendment.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Ne-
braska yield for a question?

Mr. EXON. Certainly.
Mr. REID. Madam President, I have

been here listening to the dialog be-
tween my colleague from Nebraska and
the Senator from New Mexico, the
manager of the bill. I just have a ques-
tion maybe one of them can answer.

I have been faithfully attending to
my duties here in the Senate the last 3
weeks. Frankly, we have not been
doing anything. We have been playing
here on the gas tax, minimum wage,
and something called the TEAM Act.
What, all of a sudden, when we finally
have something we can work on that is
substantive —what is the rush? Why,
suddenly, are we going to work like we
have not been working before? Is there
some reason suddenly we have to work
on these very weighty issues into the
middle of the night and on weekends?

Mr. EXON. I do not know for sure
how to answer my friend and colleague
from Nevada, except to say I do not
think it would hurt the image of this
place very much, in the public mind, if
we would at least appear to be getting
something done. That is the reason
that I have to say we should move on
this more expeditiously. But I think
the question can more likely be an-
swered by the chairman of the commit-
tee, with whom I have been working. I
suspect maybe that is who the question
was directed to anyway.

Mr. REID. The Senator from Ne-
braska had the floor. I certainly am
willing to work whatever hours anyone
wants. I, like most Senators here, when
there are not things going on on the
floor, still have lots of work to do on
committees.

Mr. EXON. May we have order in the
Senate?

Mr. REID. I will await the judgment
of the manager of the bill and the
Democratic manager of the bill and be
available whenever it requires. My only
comment was that we have not been
doing a great deal the last few weeks
and I hope since we are on the bill now
substantively, where we do not have

the opportunity to offer an amendment
on minimum wage which 90 percent of
the American public wants, that we
can handle this—expeditiously, of
course—but I see no reason to treat
this bill any differently than we do
other bills. There is a lot of work that
needs to be done and I think we should
do it in an expeditious fashion, not nec-
essarily work in the middle of the
night, on weekends, on this bill when
we have not been doing it on others.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
would say to my good friend, Senator
REID, from Nevada, it is not like we are
trying to hurry this thing through. We
almost always have agreed to waive
substantial portions of the time on
budget resolutions. Almost every
evening as we went out we would say
we have agreed to use up 5 hours or 7
hours, and I am checking so we will
know and next time we can answer
you, how we have been doing that.

Second, it is very important we get
this finished because we want to give
the Appropriations Committee—the
Senator serves on that committee—we
want to give them their numbers at the
earliest possible time so the 13 appro-
priations bills can be done early this
year, rather than holding them over
until December and maybe next year.

In addition, we are not in any way
talking about forbearing, precluding
amendments. We are talking about
whether we really need to do 75 amend-
ments.

Mr. REID. If my friend will yield, I
understand. I know how hard he has
worked on this bill.

I do say, however, the budget resolu-
tion was not reported on time. I say to
my friend from New Mexico, and I am
not speaking for anyone other than
myself, I have listened to the debate on
this. I think it has been a productive
debate to this point. I think it has been
good for the Senate. I think it has been
good for the American public to have
this debate.

I hope this budget resolution can be
debated in its entirety. I think we need
to have debate on the issues. I say to
my friend, I agree with my friend from
New Mexico, I do not think we need 75
or 100 amendments on this budget reso-
lution but there are some substantive
amendments that I think we need to
fully debate and arrive at conclusions
on.

My only point is, as my friend knows,
he works hard, I work hard. I am will-
ing to do that. I just am a little bit
concerned that there is some attempt
to stop a full and complete discussion
on this, one of the most important
matters we are going to decide all year.
But I appreciate the courtesy of ex-
plaining the Senator’s position.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
Madam President, I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
have just received word, I want to
say—Senator DASCHLE is here—I just
want to say we are going to have Sen-
ator BOND’s amendment ready in 5 or 10
minutes. He will come down and offer
it. In the meantime, I want to say it is
the intention of the majority that we
proceed well into the night to see how
much time we can use and how many
amendments we can take care of.

I wanted to make sure you knew
that, your Senators know that, and I
am informing ours right now.

Mr. DASCHLE. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s comments. I hope we can get a
good debate on amendments. We have a
number of them we are prepared to
offer just as soon as we dispose of the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished ranking member. We will be
prepared to offer those. I assume we
will alternate back and forth.

I think it is good to put Senators on
notice that we will be here tonight. We
are prepared to vote, and we ought to
continue as we are.

I thank the Senator.
COAST GUARD BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, with an
extensive shoreline in Washington
State, the Coast Guard plays an impor-
tant role in protecting those people
who rely on the waters of the Columbia
River, Puget Sound, and the Pacific
Ocean for commercial and recreational
purposes. Whether it is dangerous
search and rescue operations, enforce-
ment of existing fishing treaties with
Canada, or maintenance of naviga-
tional aids, the Coast Guard does its
job and it does it well.

For that reason, Mr. President, I in-
cluded language in the report accom-
panying the budget resolution that
commends the Coast Guard for both its
current operations, as well as its ef-
forts to streamline and reduce its over-
all budget. Under Adm. Robert
Kramek’s leadership as Commandant of
the Coast Guard for the past 3 years,
the Coast Guard has reduced its work
force by 4,000 positions and lowered its
budget by $400 million per year. All of
this done without reducing any valu-
able services to the general public.

In all of the debate over the next 9
months regarding funding for specific
programs, I hope that the fiscal year
1997 Coast Guard budget appropriately
reflects the efforts being made by Ad-
miral Kramek and all of his staff to
provide better government at less cost,
while still providing important serv-
ices to the citizens in Washington
State and across the country.

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum just for a few moments
until Senator BOND arrives and that it
be charged equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. How long does the
Senator desire to speak?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Ten minutes.
f

THE MORAL CHARACTER OF
CONTENT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
after 3 years of inaudible policy on
drugs, the administration is suddenly
trying to find its voice. Naturally,
after not having been used for so long
on this issue, the voice is a bit rusty
and unsteady. For those of us not used
to the sound after so long a silence, it
is just a little hard to make out the
meaning. At the moment, the meaning
sounds a lot like a New Year’s resolu-
tion—full of seasonal promises. It is
not too clear just what is being said or
how much faith we ought to put in this
election-year resolution. It is also not
too clear if what is being said bears
any relationship to the issue being ad-
dressed.

The question is, Is the voice speaking
from principle or opportunism? The an-
swer lies in finding clues to see wheth-
er we are in the presence of conviction
or convenience. Sincerity, after all, is
not measured in the volume of one’s
words or the lofty sentiments with
which they are pressed. It is to be
gaged by actions that match rhetoric.
It is measured not in sound bites or
self-serving gestures but in commit-
ments made and promises kept. It is
signified by candor and stout-
heartedness. It is judged by deeds. It is
marked by courage. And it is generally
easy to tell the difference between
stage-managed courage and the genu-
ine article. The genuine article gen-
erally has a past and a future because
it is based on substance, on character.
Its history is not one of fair-weather
friendships and will-o’-the wist obliga-
tions. The counterfeit tends to swell on
cue and to fade when the audience
leaves.

So, as the administration clears its
throat on the drug issue, it might be
timely to take a look at the content
and context of the pronouncements
that are likely to ensue. At the mo-
ment, the new-found conviction of the
President on the drug issue, as I said,
looks a lot like a New Year’s resolu-
tion. It is probably only a coincidence
that this new year is also an election
year. I hope, however, that the present
resolution is a little sturdier than most
New Year’s declarations—so full of
promise and so short on fulfillment. We
do have some guideposts to go by to de-
cide whether what we have on the drug
issue reflects principle or calculation.

It is no secret to the press or to many
in the public that the President is can-

dor-challenged. He has a problem with
consistency when it comes to what he
says. And much of this fidelity deficit
seems to owe a lot to expediency. The
question is, Does policy grow from
sound foundations or from what sounds
good at the moment? It was one of the
chief advisers to the President who
gave us some insight on this. As Mr.
Stephanopolous told us, to this Presi-
dent, words are actions. Just listen to
what I say, don’t look at what I do—or
say tomorrow.

There is something of the magician
in this philosophy. It is, after all, es-
sential to the illusionists’ art that you
be distracted by words from what the
hands are up to. Thus, it is possible to
have no consistent policy but to claim
one. It is possible to have mismanaged
foreign affairs and assert the opposite.
It is possible to have reneged on a
bounty of campaign promises and to
call it keeping faith. It is possible to
make a virtue of having offered no fis-
cally responsible budgets while blam-
ing others for the lapse. It is possible
to have discovered the drug issue on
the eve of an election and then to de-
nounce critics as playing politics. And
all of this with an elegant turn of
phrase.

But there is more involved here than
words. We have actions to guide us, to
help us go beyond the sleigh of hand.
What do they tell us when it comes to
sincerity on fighting drugs? In this
case, actions do speak louder than
words.

The echoes of the Inauguration balls
were hardly over before the President
cut the Office of National Drug Control
Policy—the Nation’s drug czar—by 80
percent. That gesture was not an econ-
omy it was a massacre. It would also
seem to be a statement about the im-
portance of drug policy in the Presi-
dent’s own household. But it was not
singular.

The new-car smell of the administra-
tion had hardly dissipated when the
Nation’s chief medical officer, the Sur-
geon General, suggested we could legal-
ize our way out of the drug problem.
The tepid condemnation that followed
from the President did nothing to fore-
close this line of thinking. In fact, the
idea of normalizing drug use has gath-
ered strength in the last few years. But
this was not all.

The administration also cut interdic-
tion funding. This controlled shift in
the priorities in our interdiction poli-
cies produced uncontrolled muddle
here and abroad. We may not have
scared our enemies with this policy,
but we successfully confused our
friends and our own people. But the
story does not end here.

Along with these actions, the Presi-
dent also abandoned the bully pulpit.
This is, perhaps, the truest measure of
intent. If there is one thing that the
President is able to do, it is to talk. He
has a gift for words. We must ask our-
selves, knowing this, why the Presi-
dent spoke virtually not at all on the
drug issue for 3 years? What does this

say about a commitment to the drug
issue? In over 1,700 utterances in 1994
alone, illegal drugs were mentioned
less than a dozen times. As they say,
‘‘silence is golden.’’ This is a silence
that speaks volumes. But there’s more.

In these years of just say nothing,
the nature of our drug problem began
to change. Although we still had a
hardcore addict population largely re-
sistant to our efforts to treat them, we
had made major strides in reducing
use, particularly among our young peo-
ple. Between 1980 and 1992 we had suc-
ceeded in reducing so-called casual use
by more than 50 percent for all drugs,
and over 70 percent for cocaine. We had
succeeded in persuading young people
that drugs were both dangerous and
wrong to use. That is now changing.

Since 1992, teenage drug use has
surged. The age of people using drugs
has dropped. The belief that drugs are
dangerous and wrong has reversed.
Popular culture once again abounds in
drug glorification messages. The legal-
ization movement is better funded and
organized, and has found allies like
William Buckley. Much of the media
has declared a moratorium on discuss-
ing drugs—unless it is to give space to
legalization arguments. All of this in 3
years, and all of it with hardly a word
from the Nation’s leading wizard of
words.

If the past is any guide, then, we
need to approach the present born-
again resolution on drug policy with
some questions about its meaning and
purpose. In this regard, I was struck by
comments in several leading periodi-
cals about the new resolution on drugs
coming from the White House this elec-
tion year. These may give us a hint
about the future, about whether the
President’s new found voice speaks
from principle or poetic license.

The Weekly-Standard, a policy jour-
nal, recently editorialized that ‘‘Bill
Clinton is mostly talk. He enjoys daily
political combat and negotiates its de-
mands with rare talent. But he has
never been much for actual, week-in,
week-out government. Over any given
administrative term in his long career,
the Clinton record is thickly stained
with the evidence both of his personal
disengagement and of the ideological
inclinations of his loosely supervised
appointees.’’ The piece further notes,
‘‘So the early months of a Clinton elec-
tion year always look the same: He
mounts a slick and furious propaganda
offensive to muddy that evidence, the
better to confuse and silence his oppo-
nents. What looks bad, Clinton knows,
can often be made to look good—if you
jabber about it enough.’’

If this view is any indication of the
depth of the recent pronouncements on
drug policy by the President, then we
are in the presence of a pretty shallow
reservoir. We have words filling in for
action. But this was not the only com-
ment on the President’s newly found
vocabulary on drugs.

A recent piece in the Wall Street
Journal noted that ‘‘Bill Clinton’s re-
treat in the drug war is among the
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worst sins for which his administration
should be held accountable.’’ The edi-
torial reminds us that the President
didn’t inhale. It also reminds us that
‘‘some dozen White House employees,
including senior staff, had been ‘re-
quested to be part of an individual drug
testing program’ because of their prior
drug history.’’ But past indiscretion
may be no guide to the future.

The Journal piece, however, touches
on something more fundamental.
Something that I have talked about be-
fore that may be more telling. This in-
volves the character issue. The Journal
notes, ‘‘ * * * we would like to know
exactly why Bill Clinton took a powder
on the drugs wars * * * .’’ It then adds,
‘‘ * * * the heart of our complaint with
this President’s attitude on drugs has
to do with what we would call its char-
acter, its moral content.’’

It goes on to make the following
point: ‘‘Unlike the Reagans, you will
never see the Clintons articulating the
war on drugs as an essentially moral
crusade * * * the Clintons, like the
generation of liberal constituencies
that they lead, are going to be
rhetorically correct, believers in the
powers of bureaucratic healing—and
nonjudgmental.’’ In other words, Clin-
ton is unable to be a leader on this
issue because his opinions on the sub-
ject have no fixed address. If this is an
accurate assessment, then the Presi-
dent’s newly found fervor on the drug
issue is likely to have moved on by
next November. If true, the present
commitment will not last much beyond
the echo of his pronouncements. It is
not based on principle but on opportun-
ism.

There are many more news accounts
about the President’s election-eve con-
version. These provides us with more
insight on how we are to judge the
present situation. They do not give us
a definitive answer. We must judge for
ourselves. But there is not much in the
past to indicate that strong principle
informs the present sincere-sounding
rhetoric. It must have content not just
context. For the content to be serious,
it must be backed up by character.
Without principle what confidence can
we have in the words? What we need,
what we are looking for, is not resolu-
tions but resoluteness. We do not live
by words alone. But it seems that
words are all we are likely to get.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that these news items be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Wall Street Journal, May 2, 1996]

WAITING TO EXHALE

Now, in April 1996, with eight months left
on a four-year term, Bill Clinton flies the
press into Miami so he can be seen standing
shoulder to shoulder with General Barry
McCaffrey, a decorated war hero he’s en-
listed to lead a war on drugs. Standing
among school children Monday, the Presi-
dent poured his great rhetorical heart onto
the drug war. Along the way came these key
words: ‘‘Make no mistake about it, this has

got to be a bipartisan, American, nonpoliti-
cal effort.’’ Translation: Don’t blame me for
this problem, especially during an election
campaign.

In fact, Bill Clinton’s retreat in the drug
war is among the worst sins for which his
Administration should be held accountable.
After years of decline in drug use, recent sur-
veys make it clear that a younger generation
of Americans is again at risk (see the chart
nearby). The number of 12-to-17-year-olds
using marijuana increased to 2.9 million in
1994 from 1.6 million in 1992. Marijuana use
increased 200% among 14-to-15-year-olds dur-
ing the same period. Since 1992, according to
large surveys of high school students, there
has been a 52% increase in the number of
seniors using drugs monthly. One in three re-
port having used marijuana in the past year.
Private anti-drug advocates such as Jim
Burke of the Partnership for a Drug Free
America and Joe Califano of Columbia Uni-
versity’s Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse have been running alongside this drug
fire, yelling for help to anyone who’d listen.

Better late than never, of course, and it is
good that Mr. Clinton wants to mend his
ways with General McCaffrey. We applaud
the appointment and think General McCaf-
frey has sounded many right notes. Legaliza-
tion, he says, ‘‘is out of the question.’’

A quarterly regional analysis put out by
his office brings the problem up to date: ‘‘A
recent New York State high school survey
reports that 12% of New York teens said that
they smoked marijuana at least four times a
month, double the number in the 1990 sur-
vey,’’ Discussing ‘‘Emerging Drugs,’’ the re-
port notes methamphetamine’s popularity in
the San Francisco area: ‘‘in addition to its
use by young users who combine it with her-
oin (‘a meth speedball’) it can also be found
in ‘biker’s coffee,’ a combination of meth-
amphetamine and coffee popular among
young, fairly affluent urbanites.’’ Addition-
ally, the report notes that ‘‘Club drugs, a
name which generally includes MDMA,
Ketamine, 2c–B, LSD, psilocybin and a range
of other hallucinogens, are increasingly
mentioned in this quarter.’’

These recent events are not a coincidence.
The drug retreat was the result of a series of
explicit policy decisions by Mr. Clinton and
those around him. Which is why we think it
is worth focusing on the meaning of his wish
that the anti-drug war be ‘‘bipartisan, Amer-
ican, nonpolitical.’’ This means that between
now and November’s election no one is al-
lowed to utter the phrase ‘‘didn’t inhale.’’ No
one is allowed to remember Surgeon General
Joycelyn Elders talking about drug legaliza-
tion, even as her own son was arrested and
convicted on drug-sale charges.

Nor should anyone be allowed to bring up
White House deputy personnel director Patsy
Thomasson’s admission to a congressional
committee that some dozen White House em-
ployees, including senior staff, had been ‘‘re-
quested to be part of an individual drug test-
ing program’’ because of their prior drug his-
tory. Ms. Thomasson’s experience in these
drug mop-up duties extends back to her days
in Arkansas when she took over the business
of Dan Lasater—Little Rock bond dealer,
Clinton campaign contributor and friend-of-
brother Roger—while Mr. Lasater served
prison time for ‘‘social distribution’’ of co-
caine. This week Mr. Lasater is testifying
before the Senate Whitewater Committee,
and we assume he will be asked to enlighten
the committee about the millions of dollars
of mysterious trades that his firm made
through an account without the knowledge
of the account’s owner, Kentucky resident
Dennis Patrick.

On matters of pure policy, among Bill Clin-
ton’s first acts was to cut spending on the
war. The staff of the Office of National Drug

Control Policy was cut to 25 from 146. Drug
interdiction funds were cut. The number of
trafficker aircraft seized by Customs fell to
10 from 37 in FY ’93–’95. Drug czar Lee Brown
wandered the nation’s editorial pages seek-
ing the public support he rarely got from his
President. New York Democratic Congress-
man Charles Rangel announced: ‘‘I really
never thought I’d miss Nancy Reagan, but I
do.’’

Finally, about a year ago, Mr. Clinton re-
ceived a stinging letter from FBI Director
Louis Freeh and DEA director Tom Con-
stantine, charging that the President’s anti-
drug effort was adrift. So now we have Gen-
eral McCaffrey, who says, ‘‘There is no rea-
son why we can’t return America to a 1960s
level, pre-Vietnam era level of drug use.’’

Sorry, General, but pre-Vietnam America
is not coming back. General McCaffrey’s cur-
rent President is a founding member of the
generation that transformed America in the
years of Vietnam and those that followed. It
bequeathed to all of us a culture and ethos of
such personal and moral slovenliness that we
must now enlist a battle-hardened soldier to
save the children of the anti-Vietnam gen-
eration from drugs. It is perhaps the most
perfect, bitter irony that when these parents
now exhort their children to stop using mari-
juana (of a strain that is significantly more
potent than anything they dabbled in), the
kids reply: ‘‘Why should we? We’re not hurt-
ing anyone.’’

Basically, we’d very much like to know ex-
actly why Bill Clinton took a powder on the
drug wars after he became President. There
was in fact a rationale of sorts offered at the
time for the change in tone and direction. In
contrast to what was thought to be the Re-
publican approach of throwing people in jail
for drug offenses, the Clinton approach
would emphasize prevention and treatment.
There is a case to be made for prevention and
treatment, but the heart of our complaint
with this President’s attitude on drugs has
to do with what we would call its character,
its moral content.

Unlike the Reagans, you will never see the
Clintons articulating the war on drugs as an
essentially moral crusade. With its emphasis
on treatment and programs and prevention,
it is mainly the kind of effort that the soci-
ologist Philip Rieff identified as the triumph
of the therapeutic. Rather than the school-
marmish Nancy Reagan, the Clintons, like
the generation of liberal constituencies that
they lead, are going to be rhetorically cor-
rect, believers in the powers of bureaucratic
healing—and nonjudgmental. In their world,
no one is ever quite caught for disastrous
personal behavior or choices. Instead of abso-
lution, there are explanations.

This, in our opinion, is the real reason the
drug war waned when Bill Clinton became
President. The message this new President
sent to his young, yuppie, MTVish audiences
was that he was just too cool to go relent-
lessly moralistic over something like rec-
reational drugs. Sure he had an anti-drug
policy in 1992 and a czar and speeches, but
Bill Clinton wasn’t going to have any cows
over the subject. Surely, the drug-testing
White House staff understood that much.

We don’t doubt that a lot of people in this
country, especially parents of teenaged and
pre-teen children, would very much like to
rediscover General McCaffrey’s pre-Vietnam
world of less constant cultural challenge.
But the people who turned that culture up-
side down, making it a daily challenge for
parents, have at last been given the chance
to run the government. But this death-bed
conversion on drugs simply lacks credibility.
As much as we applaud General McCaffrey’s
new offensive, only a triumph of hope over
experience could lead anyone to believe it
would be sustained past November if Mr.
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Clinton and his crowd are returned to the
White House.

[From the Weekly Standard, May 13, 1996]
GENERAL CLINTON, LOSING THE DRUG WAR

(By David Tell)
Bill Clinton is mostly talk. He enjoys daily

political combat and negotiates its demands
with rare talent. But he has never been much
for actual, week-in, week-out government.
Over any given administrative term in his
long career, the Clinton record is thickly
stained with the evidence both of his per-
sonal disengagement and of the ideological
inclinations of his loosely supervised ap-
pointees. So the early months of a Clinton
election year always look the same: He
mounts a slick and furious propaganda offen-
sive to muddy that evidence, the better to
confuse and silence his opponents. What
looks bad, Clinton knows, can often be made
to look good—if you jabber about it enough.

This is your president’s brain. And this is
your president’s brain on drugs: Clinton is
justifiably nervous that his credibility gap in
the nation’s drug war—still a major public
preoccupation—might be exploited by Re-
publicans in the fall.

Candidate Clinton didn’t inhale. President
Clinton’s surgeon general, Joycelyn Elders,
made repeated pronouncements on the vir-
tues of drug legalization. Before the ink was
dry on his presidential oath, Clinton gutted
the White House drug office with a two-fold,
shabby purpose: satisfying a campaign
pledge to trim his staff, and purging a hun-
dred-odd career civil servants whose only sin
(shades of Travelgate) was to have worked
under a Republican administration. That
massacre remains the president’s best known
drug-war initiative; three years later, he has
spent very little time on the effort. ‘‘I’ve
been in Congress for over two decades,’’
Democratic Rep. Charles B. Rangel grumped
late last year. ‘‘I have never, never, never
seen a president who cares less’’ about drugs.

So it is now, predictably, ‘‘inoculation’’
season, as the Clinton campaign embarks on
a weeks-long media tour designed to portray
the president as fully and effectively en-
gaged in the war on drugs. Much of it is typi-
cal hokum. A talk-show schlockmeister has
been recruited to produce anti-drug tele-
vision commercials; ‘‘Montel Williams’s
leadership on this crucial effort is inspir-
ing,’’ burbles the White House. A Gallup poll
on the drug war has been commissioned, as
the White House admits without embarrass-
ment, ‘‘to demonstrate thinking which will
support our efforts.’’ And the president him-
self—in a spare Miami moment between
rounds of golf and multimillion-dollar Demo-
cratic fundraisers—has unveiled a ‘‘new’’
drugfighting strategy. He is ‘‘working hard
in Washington,’’ he tells a group of network
cameramen and middle-school students. And
his work is paying off, since ‘‘every year for
the last three years. . . . drug use has
dropped.’’

We’ll come back to this falsehood in a mo-
ment. Were the Clinton drug-fighting record
purely a matter of Elders-like bloopers and
mere inattention, the president’s current
show of concern—and the debut of his newly
minted tough-guy ‘‘drug czar,’’ retired army
general Barry McCaffrey—might be suffi-
cient protection against GOP election-year
complaints. But it really isn’t true that Clin-
ton has done ‘‘nothing’’ about drugs, as Re-
publicans may want to charge. It’s worse, far
worse: His administration has engineered the
most significant redirection of federal drug
policy in several decades. This is a poorly re-
ported story. And an alarming one that begs
for informative political debate.

Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, the
federal government pursued what might fair-

ly be described as a ‘‘do everything’’ strategy
against illegal drugs. Executive-branch agen-
cies conducted crop eradication and criminal
investigative efforts in foreign countries.
They launched ‘‘interdiction’’ programs
against smugglers operating in the so-called
transit zone between those countries and the
United States, and on our borders. They
undertood a dizzying variety of law-enforce-
ment, drug-prevention, and rehabilitative-
treatment initiatives here at home. It was a
richly funded campaign; total federal spend-
ing on the drug war rose nearly 700 percent
between 1981 and 1992. And it roughly coin-
cided with a more than 50 percent decline in
the rate of overall drug use nationwide, from
its historical high in 1979 to its subsequent
low in the final year of the Bush administra-
tion.

There was a standard Democratic critique
of government drug policy during this period
of Republican presidencies: The executive
branch was supposedly placing exaggerated
emphasis on efforts to reduce the supply of
illegal drugs to American neighborhoods,
and shortchanging an equally necessary
therapeutic approach to addicts and
schoolchldren. The drug war’s most visibly
warlike aspects—its overseas and interdic-
tion programs—were subjected to particular
scron. As the Customs Service was spending
millions of dollars to get radar balloons tan-
gled in high-tension electical wires on the
Southwest border, the scoffers said, cocaine
addicts went homeless and died for want of
bed-space in federally funded treatment fa-
cilities.

Of course, it is a simple fact that federal
law can only be enforced by the federal gov-
ernment, and that effort—G-men and pris-
ons, most obviously—is intrinsically more
expensive than even the most lavish edu-
cation and drug-treatment programs could
ever be. And so the federal drug budget will
always be heavily weighted toward ‘‘supply
reduction’’ (and away from ‘‘demand reduc-
tion’’) activities. Even in a Democratic ad-
ministration. President Clinton still spends
twice as much money on restricting drug
supply as on ending demand.

But he is spending it very differently.
Democratic hostility to drug-war ‘‘mili-
tarism’’ is alive and well in the Clinton ad-
ministration. Under his supervision, the fed-
eral government is now conducting an anti-
drug effort almost exclusively inside the
United States. At our borders and beyond,
the drug war has, for the most part, been
canceled. By formal White House directive.

In 1993, the administration instituted what
is technically called a ‘‘controlled shift’’ of
federal drug-war assets. Money and person-
nel devoted to anti-smuggling efforts in the
Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and on the U.S.-
Mexican border were ostensibly redeployed
directly to the Latin American countries in
which most illegal drugs originate. But that
redeployment has never actually occured.
The federal drug-budget accounts from which
any new Latin American initiative could be
funded are 55 percent smaller today than in
1992. The old-fashioned anti-smuggling effort
has been ‘‘shifted’’ to nowhere. It has been
eviscerated.

The result? Coast Guard cocaine and mari-
juana seizures are down 45 to 90 percent, re-
spectively, since 1991, In 1994, the Customs
Service let two million commercial trucks
pass through three of the busiest ports-of-
entry on the Mexican border without seizing
a single kilogram of cocaine. Between 1993
and early 1995, the estimated smuggling ‘‘dis-
ruption rate’’ achieved by federal drug inter-
diction agencies fell 53 percent—the equiva-
lent of 84 more metric tons of cocaine and
marijuana arriving unimpeded in the United
States each year. Drug Enforcement Agency
figures suggest that cocaine and heroin are

now available on American streets in near-
record purity—and at near-record-low retail
prices.

Which can only be evidence that the supply
of illegal drugs on American streets has sig-
nificantly expanded on Bill Clinton’s watch.
Because the only other possible explanation,
that the demand for drugs has fallen, is at
variance with the facts. The president was
sadly mistaken—or, well, he lied—when he
told those Miami schoolchildren that Amer-
ican drug use ‘‘has dropped’’ every year since
he took office. Drug use has steadily risen
since 1992, especially among the young. Over-
all teenage drug use is up 55 percent. Mari-
juana consumption by teenagers has almost
doubled.

This is a pretty striking picture of delib-
erate government decision-making gone dis-
astrously awry. It’s the president’s fault. He
has proposed nothing to correct it, Gen.
McCaffrey and Montel Williams notwith-
standing. And he should be called to account.
All the president’s facile election-year
speechifying aside, there are serious dif-
ferences of personnel and policy that divide
this Democratic administration from the Re-
publican administration that would replace
it in 1997. Where the drug war is concerned,
as in so many other respects, those dif-
ferences should be clear. They do not flatter
President Clinton.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Iowa has made a 10-minute
attack on the President on an issue
dealing with the fight on drugs. I ask
that the same courtesy be extended
and that I be permitted to speak in
morning business for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE FIGHT ON DRUGS

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, let me
say, Mr. President, that it always sad-
dens me when the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate is turned into a place to debate is-
sues regarding the Presidential race. I
think it is very important that when
things are stated on the floor that are
not true, we have an opportunity to re-
spond. I thank the chairman of the
Budget Committee for giving me that
opportunity.

There is a lot of talk around here
about the failure of this President to
crack down on the issue of drug en-
forcement. I want to set the record
straight. Federal drug prosecutions are
up 13 percent from 1994. Federal pros-
ecutors achieved an 84 percent convic-
tion rate in all drug cases in 1995. So
we are beginning to see a change. Dur-
ing the past 3 years, there has been a
9.4 percent increase in prosecutions of
the toughest, most complex drug cases.
There are now about 48,000 convicted
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drug dealers in Federal prisons, three-
fifths of the total Federal inmate popu-
lation, and the highest number in his-
tory.

There has been a drug-testing initia-
tive. The President ordered Federal
prosecutors to seek drug testing of all
people arrested on Federal criminal
charges, and is seeking $42 million to
fund this initiative in 1997. These tests
will help Federal judges determine
whether a defendant should be granted
bail.

The Justice Department has funded
65 grants, totaling $8.5 million to help
communities establish and expand drug
courts that help break the cycle of
drugs and crime. The 1994 Crime Act
authorized $1 billion through the year
2000 to support State and local drug
courts.

So, Mr. President, people can come
down here and make speeches about
our President. But at least have the
facts. I think this President, and every
President, is entitled to the facts. Who
is the President that came up with the
idea of putting 100,000 cops on the beat?
It was this President of the United
States of America, Bill Clinton, who
came up with the idea that we need
more cops on the beat, because it is
prevention to have cops on the beat, it
is prevention to have community polic-
ing. It is the other side of the aisle that
wants to rescind that law providing
100,000 cops on the beat and replace it
with a block grant, and who knows
where the money will go. We want cops
on the beat. We are on our way to get-
ting it done. Which President signed
the Violence Against Women Act? I am
so proud of that because I worked with
Senator JOE BIDEN on it for 5 long
years. It was this President. And we
are going after violence in domestic
situations. We are going after the
crime of rape. We are working toward
making streets safer. Do we have a
long way to go? Of course, we do. This
is complicated.

Clearly, if we can get drugs out of so-
ciety, there will be a decrease in crime.
We know there is a definite correlation
here. We have a President who under-
stands we need enforcement and under-
stands we need very good people to
prosecute these cases. We have a Presi-
dent who has cracked down on the bor-
der. I come from California, and we are
seeing an entirely different situation
down there, with large increases in the
Border Patrol, and with the U.S. attor-
ney who has just done wonders with
the conviction rate of second-time
criminal aliens coming back into this
country from Mexico. He has pros-
ecuted more of them in 1 year than the
previous 5 years altogether.

So when we come down to this floor
and we start to use it as a debate over
the Presidential race, I wish we would
not do it. But if we do it, let us be hon-
orable about it. Let us be factual about
it. This is the President who fought so
hard to take prevention, effective pros-
ecution, enforcement, interdiction—
take all of those aspects of fighting

drugs and putting them into one pol-
icy, getting through an effective crime
bill, and making sure that in fact we
are waging an effective war on drugs.
This is the President who understands
this issue.

So I want to thank my chairman of
the Budget Committee for giving me
this opportunity to put into the
RECORD what the record truly is. And
the fact of the matter is since I have
been here all I have heard from many
on the other side is a desire to repeal
the crime bill, repeal the ban on as-
sault weapons which are used by gangs,
repeal the Brady bill which has kept
weapons out of the hands of 67,000 peo-
ple who have had mental health prob-
lems in the past. We do not want those
people getting guns.

I appreciate this opportunity to cor-
rect the record.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 3971 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3965

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk in the second
degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-

poses an amendment No. 3971 to amendment
numbered 3965.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In the pending amendment:
On page 30, line 5, decrease the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 30, line 6, decrease the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 30, line 11, decrease the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 30, line 12, decrease the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 30, line 17, decrease the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 30, line 18, decrease the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 30, line 23, decrease the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 30, line 24, decrease the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 31, line 4, decrease the amount by

$3,302,000,000.
On page 31, line 5, decrease the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 31, line 10, decrease the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 31, line 11, decrease the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 33, line 5, increase the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 33, line 6, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 33, line 12, increase the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 33, line 13, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.

On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by
$2,256,000,000.

On page 33, line 20, increase the amount by
$1,920,000,000.

On page 34, line 1, increase the amount by
$3,621,000,000.

On page 34, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,033,000,000.

On page 34, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,708,000,000.

On page 34, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,552,000,000.

On page 40, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,594,000,000.

On page 40, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,572,000,000.

On page 41, line 5, increase the amount by
$2,355,000,000.

On page 41, line 6, increase the amount by
$2,187,000,000.

On page 45, line 15, increase the amount by
$7,000,000,000.

On page 45, line 16, increase the amount by
$10,952,000,000.

On page 47, line 9, increase the amount by
$175,000,000.

On page 47, line 11, increase the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 47, line 13, increase the amount by
$907,000,000.

On page 47, line 14, increase the amount by
$246,000,000.

On page 47, line 16, increase the amount by
$2,256,000,000.

On page 47, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,920,000,000.

On page 47, line 19, increase the amount by
$3,621,000,000.

On page 47, line 20, increase the amount by
$3,033,000,000.

On page 47, line 22, increase the amount by
$3,302,000,000.

On page 47, line 23, increase the amount by
$3,124,000,000.

On page 48, line 2, increase the amount by
$2,730,000,000.

On page 48, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,623,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement the debate on
the Bond amendment is limited to 1
hour.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, my colleagues, this is

a simple amendment. It increases func-
tion 700 for veterans by $13 billion over
the period of 1997 to 2002, and to pay for
that it increases the reconciliation in-
structions for welfare reform by $13 bil-
lion which raises the total number
under the President’s plan from $39 to
$52 billion.

I think it is time that we get back to
talking about the budget which is the
subject in front of us today. We have
just had a very clear-cut indication in
this body that people want to talk
about a real budget that does not make
drastic cuts in the last year. They said
it was a bad idea. This is the first good
opportunity to vote on the President’s
proposal to achieve the balanced budg-
et by taking a tremendous whack out
of discretionary programs including
those items which he cited as his high
priorities in the last 2 years.

I am very pleased that our colleagues
unanimously on both sides of the aisle
said that did not make any sense, and
that we should not go at it in a meat
ax way. I think we ought to start tak-
ing a look at responsible adjustments
to try to bring this proposal back into
the realm of reality.
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The amendment that I have just of-

fered has a series of numbers. Those
numbers ensure VA medical care will
not be one of the victims of the Presi-
dent’s drastic outyear cuts, and it also
restores the cuts proposed for the years
1998, 1999, and 2000 before the trigger—
before the cap—hits.

My amendment would bring the VA
medical care up to what is included in
the Senate Republican budget proposal,
an almost $13 billion add-on. As I said,
it offsets this by asking for greater
savings in welfare.

Let me address the second part of
that first. After 30 years of ever more
expensive and less effective approaches
to poverty, last year Congress came up
with a plan that we sent to the Presi-
dent which he vetoed which would have
reformed welfare in a meaningful way.
I think our approach struck a fair bal-
ance between the role of the Federal
Government in providing a safety net
and giving States increased respon-
sibilities. You would have saved $64 bil-
lion over 7 years in the process.

Since the creation of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, public aid
has been regarded as an entitlement. If
you meet the requirements for eligi-
bility, you receive the cash with no
strings attached. The current system
has been rightly maligned by persons
from all walks of life, including re-
searchers, advocates, politicians, and
even the recipients themselves. They
know the system does not work. The
system is impersonal. It is inefficient.
It encourages continued dependency.

I am concerned that, if we do not re-
quire recipients of public assistance to
work, or at least behave responsibly, or
take steps to wean themselves from
public assistance, our efforts at reform
are just going to be another word for
more of the same.

Our welfare bill which passed the
Senate overwhelmingly on a bipartisan
basis had a real work requirement. In
that bill, we also permitted States to
implement reform ideas without under-
taking a lengthy and cumbersome
waiver process. States who wanted to
require welfare recipients to obtain
preventive health care for their chil-
dren, or to ensure their children stay
in school and wish to allow recipients
to keep more of their earnings from a
part time job—all of them a good
idea—now have to go through a waiver
process from HHS. It is costly, time
consuming, and silly.

I have addressed before a silly prob-
lem that came up in Sedalia, MO. You
have heard me talk about this on pre-
vious occasions. But this is the exam-
ple of what the Federal law, as it now
stands, does not permit States to do.
The State of Missouri working through
their local family services office and
the employers in the area decided in
Sedalia, MO, to try a pilot program to
get people jobs in an expanding new in-
dustry in town. People seeking food
stamp assistance were sent, if they
were able bodied, to the employer for
job interviews. If they were offered a

job then they got off the need for food
stamps. If they refused to show up, or
if they were offered a job and refused
it, then the State could sanction them,
and did not have to give them food
stamps. There was a real incentive for
these people to make an effort to get
work. A lot of them did get work. Some
of them did not like the work that was
offered. They went out and took an-
other job. That is fine.

A lot of people in that community
who had been depending upon public
assistance went back on the work rolls.
Two of the people, however, who were
sent to the employer they failed the
employer’s mandatory drug test. When
they went back to the State the State
could not cut them off of welfare, or
food stamps in this instance, because
they had failed a drug test. And the
State wants a waiver. The State said
this is crazy. And they are right. If we
want to get people off of welfare and to
work, and we prohibit States from say-
ing, ‘‘If you cannot get a job because
you failed the drug test, then we will
pull you off the welfare rolls. We will
not give you assistance.’’ That means,
if somebody wants to stay on public as-
sistance and get food stamps, or wel-
fare, all they have to do is take drugs.
What a perverse incentive.

The State has been battling to get a
waiver. My view is the States should
not have to get a waiver. The States
ought to be permitted to make those
commonsense determinations and see
what works.

The current system that President
Clinton is defending by his vetoes
keeps those nonsensical requirements
in place.

Where States, despite the best efforts
of the Clinton administration to keep
control, have been able to implement
significant reforms the results have
been astounding. Welfare caseloads
have dropped to 25 percent from 30 per-
cent in some States including Massa-
chusetts, Indiana, and Michigan. That
is why we are here. More families are
able to obtain self-sufficiency which
has the added benefit of saving the
Federal Government money.

As I pointed out, the welfare reform
plan that we sent to the President
which he vetoed would have saved $64.1
billion over 7 years. In this amendment
before us I am proposing that we save
$53 billion in welfare programs so that
we can keep a promise we made to our
Nation’s veterans who risked their
lives for us that they would always
have health care.

This, I would think, is not an unreal-
istic number. The Senate Budget Com-
mittee plan calls for $54 billion in wel-
fare savings. Some of the savings would
be achieved in the Supplemental Secu-
rity Income Program, which, as the
fastest growing entitlement, des-
perately needs reform. We can make
these savings by reforming the pro-
grams and returning them to the
States for them to administer, thereby
eliminating huge Federal bureauc-
racies.

I think the people of America want
to see us get serious about welfare re-
form. If you believe what the President
says—he says we want to change wel-
fare as we know it—I think it is time
we did what the people want and the
President says rather than rely on the
President’s veto to keep the status
quo.

Now, what this will do on the other
side, for the Veterans’ Administration
patients, is to ensure that when they
need health care they are not going to
be denied. The people who are served in
Veterans’ Administration facilities
around the country are the ones who
have been injured in combat overseas
and/or those who are medically indi-
gent.

This is where they are cared for—in
all of these locations. These are 170
Veterans’ Administration facilities
across the Nation. Last year, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
said that we could not have a flatline
of spending in veterans affairs because
it would result in closure of four of
those hospitals. Frankly, there are sav-
ings that can be made in the Veterans’
Administration, and I think that those
savings are being pursued in the health
care area by Dr. Ken Kizer and others.
But there is no way that an almost 25-
percent cut, $12.9 billion, can do any-
thing but devastate the program. Mil-
lions of veterans will not be served. At
least a quarter of these hospitals and
veterans facilities will have to be shut.

Pick a State, any State. As I men-
tioned earlier, some of the major
States like California would probably
have to have three or four closures. My
home State of Missouri would have to
have at least one closure. All of the
States with veterans facilities would be
faced with losing some of those facili-
ties, as well as service to many of their
most needy people.

Massachusetts would lose at least
one; Washington, at least one; Texas,
two; Pennsylvania, two, probably
three; Illinois, with six facilities, one
or two; and Florida, the same position,
at least one or two. I do not think that
is acceptable. When we asked the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, who came
before our committee, to comment on
these proposals, he said he could not
live with that scenario.

He did not like our scenario, which
was a flatline, but I believe they can
live with that. But he sure cannot live
with a scenario that takes a tremen-
dous whack out of the budget and, be-
ginning after 1997, takes funding for
the Veterans’ Administration in a pre-
cipitous decline. That is why I think
we need to have a realistic budget. It is
time that we started talking honestly
about what our needs are going to be in
the future.

We are joined in this concern by a
number of organizations which have
expressed their grave concern over
this. The Independent Budget, a group
comprised of Amvets, Disabled Veter-
ans, Paralyzed Veterans of America,
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
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States, wrote to Secretary Jesse Brown
on May 14, 1996, which I will submit. I
received a copy. My colleagues, chairs,
and ranking members of the VA-HUD
Appropriations Committee, received it.
I will cite to you just the middle para-
graph of the letter. It says:

Our Nation’s sick and disabled veterans de-
serve a viable health care system devoted to
them and their special health care needs.
Many of us have opposed budget plans
brought up in Congress because we believe
they call into question the continued exist-
ence of such a health care system. President
Clinton’s 7-year balanced budget proposal
does not provide the funding necessary to
meet these needs. This is true in view of the
fact that we have yet to witness true VA
health care eligibility reform.

I send that letter to the desk and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE INDEPENDENT BUDGET,
Washington, DC, May 14, 1996.

Hon. JESSE BROWN,
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, Department of

Veterans Affairs, Washington, DC.
DEAR SECRETARY BROWN: On behalf of

AMVETS, Disabled American Veterans, Par-
alyzed Veterans of America, and Veterans of
Foreign Wars, the collective authors of the
Independent Budget for the Department of
Veterans Affairs, we are writing to inform
you of our concern over President Clinton’s
seven year budget plan as it relates to the
Department of Veterans Affairs’ (VA) medi-
cal care.

Our nation’s sick and disabled veterans de-
serve a viable health care system devoted to
them and their special health care needs.
Many of us have opposed budget plans
brought up in Congress because we believed
that they called into question the continued
existence of such a health care system.
President Clinton’s seven year balanced
budget proposal does not provide the funding
necessary to meet these needs. This is true
in view of the fact that we have yet to wit-
ness true VA health care eligibility reform.

We all are aware that we live in fiscally
constrained times, and we all support taking
steps to continue on the path of deficit re-
duction. But we cannot, and must not, set
budgetary targets for VA medical care that
are unrealistic and which are not a clear re-
sponse to the problems faced by the VA, and
the many veterans who rely upon the sys-
tem. When budget plans do not reflect the
true needs of the VA medical system, we will
oppose them, and call on others to oppose
them.

Sincerely,
KENNETH WOLFORD,

National Commander,
AMVETS.

RICHARD GRANT,
National President,
Paralyzed Veterans of

America.
THOMAS A. MCMASTERS III,

National Commander,
Disabled American

Veterans.
PAUL A. SPERA,

Commander-in-Chief,
Veterans of Foreign

Wars.

Mr. BOND. I also would note that the
American Legion, in a letter to me
dated May 10, 1996, states:

After reviewing President’s Clinton’s FY
‘97 budget proposal for the Department of

Veterans Affairs, the American Legion is
deeply disturbed with the outyear funding
levels recommended.

They conclude by saying:
The American Legion strongly believes

there are acceptable alternatives Congress
should seriously consider before turning its
back on American veterans and their fami-
lies.

Mr. President, that is simply what is
at issue here. Are we going to turn our
backs on veterans, or are we going to
make some responsible choices and say
it is time to get serious about welfare
reform and make sure we put people to
work and use some of the funds that we
save to ensure that we care for our Na-
tion’s veterans, the elderly, the sick,
the war-injured, the medically indigent
who need our help and care.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield.

Mr. BOND. I will be happy to yield. I
relinquish my time, and I will be happy
to yield the time on the other side.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I came over to
speak on the budget, and I just came
out on the floor, and I apologize to my
colleague. But if I understand the con-
text, could I ask the Senator, first of
all, exactly what cuts are being made
in the welfare area? Is this food
stamps? Is this the Supplemental Secu-
rity Income Program? Where exactly
are you proposing to make these cuts?

Mr. BOND. I say to my friend, we are
proposing in the reconciliation num-
bers, if you will look at the copy of the
amendment, which is not very descrip-
tive unless you have the whole docu-
ment with you, and I assure him that
these change the numbers for reconcili-
ation so that in the reconciliation
process——

Mr. WELLSTONE. Is this in food
stamps?

Mr. BOND. The Finance Committee
will have to make the changes to come
up with the numbers which show the
actual reforms made. We, on the Budg-
et Committee, cannot make those re-
forms. The Finance Committee has to
make those reforms. This will give
them the same directions that the cur-
rent Budget Committee report, now on
the Senate floor, makes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Is the Senator
prepared to say that there would not be
reductions in, for example, the food
stamps or the Supplemental Security
Income Program, or does the Senator
believe there will be deductions in
order to make the target?

Mr. BOND. We are not saying, Mr.
President, exactly what the outlines of
this welfare reform proposal will be.
The Finance Committee has previously
presented welfare reform proposals. We
presented and adopted in this body a
measure taking $64 billion out of wel-
fare. It was included in the Balanced
Budget Act. I would expect that the be-
ginning point would be that point, and
if Members wish to change that meas-
ure, they can even reduce that by some
$10 billion and still achieve the savings
that are necessary.

Mr. WELLSTONE. If the Senator will
yield, the Senator is saying now in the

Chamber—just a couple of other ques-
tions—that, in fact, there would not be
cuts in the Supplemental Security In-
come and Food Stamp Programs? Be-
cause the Senate has gone on record in
voting on the proposition I introduced
that we would not take any action
which would create more hunger
among children.

The Food Stamp Program is a major
safety net program. Is the Senator pre-
pared to say that we are not going to
be taking any action by this offset that
would create more hunger among chil-
dren?

Mr. BOND. This offset is not designed
to create hunger among children. I
would point out to my colleague from
Minnesota that if he were here earlier,
he would have seen the drastic slashes
that the President’s budget proposes in
the feeding program for women, in-
fants, and children. This is a program
devoted to providing vitally needed nu-
trition.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President——
Mr. BOND. Since the Senator

from——
Mr. WELLSTONE. I did not ask

about WIC.
Mr. BOND. Let me show this chart.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri has the floor.
Mr. BOND. This is the President’s

proposed spending on women, infants,
and children. This drops off the cliff.
We propose to continue to fund it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will my colleague
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, on
the question, could I ask——

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the questions, I say to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. I have been asked
for my attention by the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I ask a ques-
tion? We had a debate for about an
hour and a half about this trigger idea.
Lo and behold, we found the position of
the Democrats is this budget does not
have any trigger in it. You know, the
trigger was the President’s way of get-
ting to a balanced budget when he did
not have a balanced budget. So they
have suggested they do not have a trig-
ger.

But I say to my very good friend, sit-
ting over in a little category called
function 920, allowances, is $68 billion
in budget cuts. So that was the trigger
under the President’s budget which
permitted him to say, ‘‘We are not cut-
ting anything. It is those bad Repub-
licans who are cutting everything, in-
cluding veterans.’’

Now the cat is out of the bag. Your
budget, the President’s budget as sub-
mitted by the Democrats—which they
are going to vote for, I understand,
willingly—it says to get to balance we
really have to cut a lot of things we
have not told anybody about yet.
Right?

Mr. BOND. This is correct.
Mr. DOMENICI. This is the Oscar for

fiction that I described: We do not have



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5146 May 16, 1996
to cut anything except that big bunch
of money that is there. You are sug-
gesting that even cuts more than Re-
publicans expected to cut in our budg-
et, and on veterans you have shown
what it does. Is that correct?

Mr. BOND. That is correct, the cuts
in veterans are absolutely devastating
and would result in closing at least
one-quarter of all veterans facilities.
To me that is totally unacceptable.

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to just make
one last observation and a question.
The amount of money that you say
should be taken out of welfare in the
President’s budget, Senator WELL-
STONE wants to know details. As a mat-
ter of fact, is it not true that the bipar-
tisan welfare bill which passed the Sen-
ate with 87 votes cuts more in welfare,
and had 87 votes, Democrats and Re-
publicans, than the final product even
when you take the additional amount
out? Is that not correct?

Mr. BOND. That is correct.
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Could I ask one

more question?
Mr. BOND. If this has been on our

time, I need to reserve the time. I will
be happy to respond, if there are fur-
ther discussions, on time on the other
side. But I wish to yield the floor. I will
be happy to listen to my colleagues.

Mr. EXON. How much time does the
Senator need, I say to the Senator
from Minnesota?

Mr. WELLSTONE. How much time is
left?

Mr. EXON. How much time do you
need?

Mr. WELLSTONE. All the time that
is left.

Mr. EXON. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for
up to 3 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league.

Mr. President, I actually came out to
talk about the President’s budget ver-
sus the Republican budget, but I will
say to my colleague from Nebraska I
will do that later on.

I did want to, in responding to this
amendment, just say to my colleague
from Missouri, I have not really sorted
out the whole amendment, but I did
want him and my good friend from New
Mexico to know that, as a matter of
fact, the Office of Management and
Budget came out with a report saying
that that welfare reform bill that
passed would, in fact, lead to more pov-
erty among well over 1 million chil-
dren. So, before we start talking about
all these cuts, it would be helpful to
know exactly where you intend to
make the cuts and what impact it is
going to have on the most vulnerable
citizens in this country. It is true they
do not have lobbyists outside. It is true
they are not the heavy hitters. It is
true that they are not the big players.
But I think we ought to be careful.
Again, I have to look at the specifics.
But I never did hear a response to my

question as to what impact this would
have on what has been a major food
and nutrition program.

My second point is it is my under-
standing from talking to the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs, Jesse Brown, that
the agreement with the President on
the outyears is that each year this
will, in fact, be negotiated. The inter-
esting thing is that many of us fought
against the last Republican budget
which did have the reductions which
we thought violated a contract with
veterans. As a matter of fact, the
President held very strong on that
issue.

What I find interesting when I hear
my colleague from Missouri talking
about veterans is I know what I have
been trying to push, which is what I
hear from the veterans community,
which is health care eligibility reform,
which would make a huge difference.
So I wonder why it is that all of a sud-
den we have this amendment out here
on the floor when in fact it is not clear
exactly who is going to be cut. I cannot
get an answer to my question how it is
going to affect children in this coun-
try.

In addition, what has been left out,
from what I heard from my colleague
from Missouri, is the very clear under-
standing between the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs, who has been a huge ad-
vocate for veterans, and the President,
is that of course there will always be
negotiation when it comes to the out
years because we all know that we take
a look at this year by year with a very
strong commitment to veterans.

So I take rather serious exception as
to whether or not the President has
been hanging in there strong for the
veterans community versus the Repub-
lican budgets that we have had before
us.

I say to my good friend from Ne-
braska, I will not take any more time
now. Later on I hope I will have a
chance to talk about this budget in
overall terms, but I gather we do not
have time on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Ne-
braska is recognized.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I hope the
manager of the bill, the chairman of
the committee, could be present be-
cause I would like to straighten some
things out. We had made an earlier
agreement that we would move back
and forth.

I thank my friend, the chairman of
the committee, for being on the floor.

We made an arrangement. Good-faith
arrangements are something this Sen-
ator has always lived up to in 18 years
in the U.S. Senate. I was to offer the
next amendment. I could not do so
since the Senator from Iowa was on the
floor, got the floor, and was talking as
in morning business for 5 minutes. It
went on way beyond that.

In the meantime, I have been work-
ing diligently with the chairman of the
committee to try to work out the in-
creasing number of amendments that

are coming forth. We had discussed
this, either off or on the floor. There
were private discussions going on in
good faith, I thought, with Chairman
DOMENICI and myself, as ranking mem-
ber. I went in to visit, to try to work
that out and accommodate everyone. I
came back out to find that the Senator
from Missouri, probably unknowingly,
broke the arrangement. The Senator
from Nebraska had been faithfully
waiting to offer the next amendment
and I thought my prerogative would
have been protected, as is customary in
this body.

I ask the chairman of the committee
whether or not it is true that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska was to be next rec-
ognized to offer an amendment, under
the previous agreement?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator, I am quite certain that
somewhere in the record it will reflect
we were going to your side after we had
finished our last amendment.

I do not think we should cast any as-
persions on Senator BOND. He came to
the floor. Nothing was going on. He was
unaware of this. We had been running
him down at committee hearings to try
to get him here. Frankly, when he first
arrived, I told him to sit down and rest,
he had hurried over here with such en-
thusiasm. He is not the great athlete
he was 20 years ago. I should not say
that. Obviously, he still is.

But what would the Senator like? He
will finish his and you have one? It was
not ready a while ago, but your staff
told me it is ready. Would you like to
offer yours and then what? Vote on
yours first?

Mr. EXON. What I was hopeful of is
that I would offer my amendment, we
would have a vote on that, then go on
to your amendments and proceed in the
usual fashion. That is what I would
like to have done. But it seems to me
now you have used up considerable
time on the time that you had. Is that
right, I ask the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time has the Senator used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has 11 minutes re-
maining. The Senator from Nebraska
has 21 minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. On the Bond amend-
ment.

Mr. EXON. I simply say what I would
like, and I would like to work our way
out of this situation—the Senator from
Nebraska was expecting to be recog-
nized to offer an amendment, and I
would like to have had a vote on that.
Then you would go back to your side,
and I assume the Senator from Mis-
souri would be next in line?

Somehow we got out of whack. My
knowledge of the Senator from Mis-
souri is that he has always been a very
fair and articulate person. Maybe he
came in here and maybe staff ignored
him, maybe staff did not tell him what
the proper procedures were and he went
ahead. Whatever the situation is, the
agreement that we have and entered
into has been violated, and I think it is
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up to the chairman to say how he
wants to straighten it out.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not want any-
body to have this idea that anybody
violated anything.

Mr. EXON. That was the result.
Mr. DOMENICI. I propose that we fix

it this way: Whatever time is left on
this amendment, we complete the
amendment. We set it aside, and Sen-
ator EXON proceed with his amendment
for whatever amount of time you want.
When you are finished, we will vote in
sequence, voting on your amendment
first, but we will do them together so
Senators will come down and vote
twice, vote on yours first, and then
Senator BOND’s amendment second.

Mr. EXON. If I understand you cor-
rectly, you are suggesting that we fin-
ish the debate with the allotted
time——

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
Mr. EXON. Then allow me to come in

and have whatever time I need that can
be agreed to, then we will vote on my
amendment first and his second, to get
back on the right course.

I have no objection to that, and I say
to my friend from Minnesota, if he
needs additional time, I will be glad to
yield. The reason I did not yield unlim-
ited amounts of time before was be-
cause I thought it was important that
we get straightened out the violation
of what I thought was the agreement.
Now that we have done that, I yield——

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me get a unani-
mous-consent agreement on this so no-
body will be objecting.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the time has expired or yielded back on
the Bond amendment, that it be set
aside temporarily for the purpose of
permitting Senator EXON to offer an
amendment; that when the time has
expired on the Exon amendment or
yielded back, that we will vote on the
Exon amendment or in relation thereto
first, to be followed by a vote on Sen-
ator BOND’s amendment, and I also ask
at this point that the second vote be a
10-minute vote, since the Senators will
be here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. EXON. May I suggest one other
extension? Maybe we do not have to
have a unanimous-consent agreement
on this because we generally go with a
gentlemen’s agreement. Our side would
offer the first amendment after the two
votes; is that correct?

Mr. DOMENICI. By agreement, that
is the way we are doing it. I do not
know we should put it in the consent.
I do not intend to violate the agree-
ment.

Mr. BOND. First, I was going to ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let us get the unani-
mous-consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, just so I
understand, so we do not have another
disagreement, the agreement that we
have gone back to, to recognize the

agreed-to procedure, that the Senator
from Nebraska will go next—I will do
that—then we will have the vote on my
amendment, then we will vote on the
amendment from the Senator from
Missouri. After we finish the second
vote, then it will be a Democratic
amendment up at that time?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri is recognized.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think we

have kicked this one along and around
far enough. I am very happy that we
have reached an accommodation where
we will finish debate on this and then
we will set it aside to go to Senator
EXON’s amendment.

To set the record straight, I was
called out of a hearing that I was
chairing because it was envisioned that
I would offer an amendment at 3
o’clock. I came to the floor. There was
a quorum call, and then the Senator
from California was speaking. When
she concluded, there was no one else
around, and I offered an amendment. I
figured that we might get on to the
business of the Budget Act.

I apologize for preempting the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, but I trust that
everyone is happy now, that his vote
will be ahead of ours, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. EXON. May I ask my friend from
Minnesota, we may have some other
speakers on this amendment, you
sought additional time. We have 21
minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 17 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. EXON. Can I yield 7 minutes, will
that be adequate?

Mr. WELLSTONE. That will be fine.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized for 7
minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Nebraska.

I want to respond to some of the
comments of my colleagues on the
other side, from Missouri and New
Mexico, about the President’s overall
budget, what has been presented by my
Republican colleagues.

I will say that as I look at the Repub-
lican’s plan, I really do not quite un-
derstand what I think is a real dis-
connect with the people we represent,
because as I look at this plan over a 6-
year period of time, I see the same too
deep of reductions in both Medicare
and medical assistance.

Just to talk about this from a Min-
nesota perspective, I want to make it
very clear that in my State, we are the
skinny kids on the block. We have kept
our costs down. We do not have the
same fat in our system and, therefore,
the effects of these cuts would, in fact,
do harm to the quality of care for el-
derly people within our State. I am
talking specifically about Medicare.

Some of the changes that the Repub-
licans have made in their plan now put
even more of an emphasis on the reim-
bursement to the providers. But in
greater Minnesota, Mr. President, as
high as 60 percent of the patient pay-
ment mix for some of our rural hos-
pitals is Medicare, already below the
cost of delivering care.

So I will say what I have said many
times on the floor of the Senate in this
debate, the numbers cannot drive the
policy. The policy has to drive the
numbers. This is a rush to reckless-
ness. It will not work for Minnesota
and, therefore, I hope that it will be re-
jected, and I know that people in Min-
nesota will reject it.

Mr. President, on the medical assist-
ance, I will just say, again, to my col-
leagues, you have chosen to target
some of the citizens who are the most
vulnerable in America. In the State of
Minnesota, 60 percent of medical as-
sistance, which is what we call it in
Minnesota as opposed to Medicaid, goes
to people in nursing homes. I ask my
colleagues, why do we want to make
cuts there?

We have about 300,000 children in my
State who receive medical assistance.
It is the best safety net program in our
State to make sure that children re-
ceive health care. Why do we want to
cut there?

Then, Mr. President, I see another
disconnect. I say to my colleagues
here—I see the Senator from Califor-
nia—it was not more than about 2
months ago I had an amendment on the
floor. We received 84 votes for it where
we restored the funding that had been
cut in title I, school to work, safe and
drug-free schools, Head Start, and all
the rest. Now I see similar kinds of
cuts in education and job training.

The cuts proposed in the Republican
budget are too extreme, they are too
harsh, they are shortsighted, they go
beyond the goodness of Minnesotans,
they go beyond the goodness of Amer-
ica, and they should be rejected.

Mr. President, then I look to the
higher education. I am going to have
an amendment out on the floor. It is an
amendment Democrats are going to
offer, and we will have a vote on it. I
will say to my colleagues, once you go
beyond the tax credits that go to chil-
dren and families, anything else you
have left over in your budget should go
to tax deductions to pay for higher
education.

Mr. President, I do not see tax cuts
that flow disproportionately to higher
income people. I think we ought to re-
invest it in education. If you want to
talk about a middle-class issue, talk
about making sure higher educational
is affordable.

Mr. President, I have said it before,
at least in committee—I will say it on
the floor of the Senate today—I do not
think some of my colleagues with their
proposed cuts, again, in higher edu-
cation, understand the squeeze that
students and their families feel.
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We have students in Minnesota that

sell plasma at the beginning of the se-
mester to buy textbooks. We have stu-
dents in Minnesota working at two or
three minimum-wage jobs—it would
help if we raised the minimum wage—
while going to school. Therefore, it
takes them 6 years. We have students
in Minnesota no longer 19 living in the
dorms. They are older. They have fami-
lies. They are trying to afford the edu-
cation to get back on their feet, to be
able to obtain decent employment.

I am going to have an amendment
out on the floor that will hold all of us
accountable and see who is committed
to making sure there is affordable
higher education.

Mr. President, I want to mention two
other amendments that I am going to
introduce, one of them which speaks to
the question I raised for my colleague
from Missouri, by the way, who I think
is a great chair of the Small Business
Committee. I think we are good
friends. We do not always agree on is-
sues.

But I am going to have this time a
recorded vote, because I had an amend-
ment at the beginning of this Congress.
I could see it coming, that it was the
sense of the Senate that we would not
take any action that would create
more hunger or homelessness for chil-
dren. And I lost. People voted against
that amendment.

The third time around it was voice
voted for approval. I wish I had not
done that because I think it was
dropped in the conference committee,
as I remember. As I look at some of
these proposed reductions, I see the
same kind of action taken.

So this time I am going to have a re-
corded vote where we go on record that
we will not pass any legislation that
could create more hunger or homeless-
ness among children; and if in fact the
result of some of these cuts is to do
just that, then the next year we will
revisit the action that we have taken.
It is important that the Senate go on
record this time with a recorded vote.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to say
to my colleagues, we went through the
battle on the COPS Program, commu-
nity policing, and we made sure that it
was not block granted. We made sure
that there was a focus on community
police. I could brag for the next 24
hours, and I only have probably 2 min-
utes—I ask unanimous consent that I
have 2 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. About some of the
work of the police chiefs and sheriffs in
Minnesota and the men and women in
law enforcement; very creative work to
reduce violence in homes, very creative
work with some of the kids, at risk
kids, some of the kids that have the
most trouble in schools, very creative
work in some of the neighborhoods and
some of the cities, but a program that
has been extremely effective in metro-
politan Minnesota and greater Min-
nesota.

I think I may come out with an
amendment that makes sure that we in
fact have the funding this next year for
that program and make a commitment
over the 6-year period.

Finally, Mr. President, let me just
say that on the President’s budget I do
not find everything in there to be per-
fect. I think there is too much for the
Pentagon. I think there is too much by
way of tax cuts.

If I had my way—but I could never
get my colleagues to vote for this; in
fact I could not get quite a few Demo-
crats to vote for it; I hardly got any
support among Republicans. I want one
more time on the floor of the Senate,
with 1 minute left, to shout it from the
mountaintop.

Why are you so anxious to cut edu-
cational opportunities for children, and
job training, and not adequately fund
community police, but you are more
than willing to give away the wasteful
subsidies to the pharmaceutical com-
panies, to the oil companies, to the to-
bacco companies, et cetera, et cetera,
et cetera?

Where is the Minnesota standard of
fairness? What we have here, with the
Republican proposal, is deficit reduc-
tion, a balanced budget, one more time,
based on the path of least political re-
sistance. You have your deepest cuts
that affect those citizens who have the
least amount of political clout. And
when it comes to the big players, and
the heavy hitters, and all the wasteful
subsidies that go to so many of these
large corporations, you hardly touch
it. You hardly touch it. It is not credi-
ble. It is too extreme. And it should be
defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, would the
distinguished Senator from Missouri
yield me 2 minutes for a brief state-
ment?

Mr. BOND. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-

sistant majority leader is recognized.
f

THE DEATH OF ADMIRAL BOORDA

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I take just
a few minutes now to advise the Senate
that I have just learned of the tragic
death of Adm. Mike Boorda, the Chief
of Naval Operations.

Since many of us were close personal
friends with Admiral Boorda, and have
dealt with him on a very close basis, I
will take a moment to offer our pray-
ers and very best thoughts to his fam-
ily.

Admiral Boorda has been a model for
our country. He rose through the en-
listed ranks to become the leader of
our Navy through hard work and perse-
verance. He was what is known in the
Navy as a Mustang. He went in just as
an enlisted sailor. He became the Chief
of Naval Operations. Along the way, he
was a surface warfare officer, and he
commanded the U.S.S. Farragut, De-
stroyer Squadron 22, Cruiser-Destroyer
Group 8, and Battle Force Sixth Fleet.

Most of us first saw the bright, intel-
ligent and personable style of Admiral
Boorda when he took over as Chief of
Naval Personnel in August 1988. In 1991
he received his fourth star and became
the commander in chief, U.S. Naval
Forces, Europe. As CINCSOUTH, Admi-
ral Boorda was in command of all
NATO forces engaged in operations en-
forcing U.N. sanctions against the war-
ring factions in the former Republic of
Yugoslavia. On April 23, 1994, Admiral
Boorda became the 25th Chief of Naval
Operations.

Over the years, as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, I have
known many naval officers, and I have
known, since being a Member of Con-
gress, many Chiefs of Naval Oper-
ations. I have never known one better
than Mike Boorda. The men and
women of the Navy loved him.

I know my colleagues join me in re-
membering Admiral Boorda and ex-
pressing our deepest sympathies to his
family. I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that before the whip
leaves that I may just say a word or
two and ask a question of him.

We have had a lot of shocking devel-
opments around this place, but none
has shocked me more than the state-
ment he just made.

Admiral Boorda was a truly out-
standing man, a great friend of mine.
In fact, the last time that I saw him
was just a few weeks ago. And he
stopped in my office, without any no-
tice whatsoever, and he said that ‘‘I
have nothing on my mind at all except
to thank you for all the help that you
have been over the years to the U.S.
Navy.’’ That is the kind of person he
was.

Do you have any details at all on
this? This had to be a very sudden af-
fair. Do you know what caused his
death? Could you explain a little bit?

Mr. LOTT. We do not know all the
details, only what is being reported on
CNN and through the Naval Congres-
sional Liaison Office. I understand it
was an accident of some sort of gun-
shot wound, that he perhaps went home
at lunch, and this bullet wound was in-
flicted during that lunch period. And
he had been discovered in the last cou-
ple of hours. I do not know any details
other than that.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend.
Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator

yield to me?
Mr. EXON. I will be glad to yield to

the Senator from Alaska on the same
basis.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
come to the floor in a state of shock.
Adm. Mike Boorda, a personal friend,
traveled with me to my home State
this year. I have spent many times
with him in my office and in his office.

We will say a lot about him later, but
Mike Boorda was the first Chief of
Naval Operations to have been a walk-
in enlistee. He was an enlisted man
who worked his way through the Navy
to the highest position in the Navy, as
the CNO and Chief of Staff.
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I really say to the Senate that this is

a great loss. He suffered the loss of his
father this year, very dramatic for
Mike Boorda. And we talked a lot
about that. But I hope that this is
something that we can find a way to
deal with very quickly because he is
going to be sorely missed in this mix of
our national defenses.

I think that from what I have heard,
what the assistant majority leader just
said, that we are in a different cir-
cumstance now. This is hard for us to
take for certain what we have heard,
which I hope is not true. It is a very
difficult situation.

Mike Boorda I think was one of the
bright stars of our military system
today as it stands and is responsible for
a lot of the initiatives that would have
brought the Navy back to its promi-
nence of days gone by. So I am really
sad to be here.

I am pleased you have made the an-
nouncement, Senator LOTT. But that it
is a most disturbing development is all
I can tell the Senate, very disturbing.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I also had

the privilege, just several months ago,
to be traveling with Admiral Boorda,
and a couple weeks ago visited with
him in my office again.

He was truly an outstanding person,
had great ability and great dedication
to this country, and was more than
willing to make any kind of contribu-
tions he could. All we can say is that
our thoughts and our prayers are with
his family and loved ones. And it is
with deep, deep sorrow and shock that
we receive this news.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, suffice it
to say I still have not recovered from
the shock. I find myself in one of those
positions that maybe we have all found
ourselves in sometimes, having some
kind of a bad dream but you know it
will all turn out right and you will
wake up. I am asking myself, am I hav-
ing a dream? Obviously, I am not. This
is a terrible, terrible shock. I simply
want to join the others in wishing the
best to the family. Our prayers are
with all of them during these very,
very difficult times.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I add my
words of condolences. My memory of
Admiral Boorda is coming to a meeting
with women Senators with a number of
other leaders from the military and
being so concerned about making sure
that this military moves forward in a
way that is fair to women as well as to
men. I will always remember that
meeting.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, as
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I was here when Admiral
Boorda was first announced as the
Chief of Naval Operations, the first
man to come up through the ranks to
become the Chief. I worked with him
then on a variety of issues, but espe-
cially on his mind was the aftermath of
Tailhook. As the only woman on the

Armed Services Committee, we had a
chance to sit down and talk about what
had happened and what could be done
to get the Navy going in the right di-
rection.

The Navy is very special to me be-
cause it is the service that my husband
chose during the Korean war. I love the
Navy, and Mike Boorda loved the Navy.

I want to say that I thought he did as
much as any human being could do to
be in charge of a service during the
downsizing time, which everyone knew
had to be done. He did it in a way that
would plan for the future, to make sure
that the strategic part of what the
Navy does for our national defense and
our security were strong. Yet, he had
the compassionate side that worried
very much about sexual harassment.
He wanted to make sure that he in-
stilled in the men and women that he
served as their leader, that, in fact, the
value system that was instilled in the
men and women of the Navy was the
most important part of their service.
He did everything a human being could
do to instill that value system in them.
Every time a problem arose, I would
talk to Mike Boorda and he would be
showing concern and saying, ‘‘What
more can we do?’’

I think that he was a fine leader. I
am stunned, as every one of us is, that
we have lost this fine leader. I hope
that his memory will be served as the
person who was a man of his word, who
served his country well, and who had
the respect of everyone that met or
touched his life. I yield the floor.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

AMENDMENT NO. 3971

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining on each side of the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Missouri?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is advised each side
has approximately 8 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 4
minutes to the Senator from Califor-
nia.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. President, I have a heavy heart
about this amendment, because I think
if we do anything on this floor we
should cross party lines and honor the
children of this country.

What this amendment will do is hurt
the children of this country and hurt
them badly. We know that right now
one in five children in America lives in
poverty. Yet, this amendment would
turn these children against the veter-
ans in this country. That is not what
we should be doing.

The fact is, we are talking here about
assistance to disabled children. We
ought to think about what I mean
when I say a disabled child. We are
talking about a child with cerebral

palsy. We are talking about a child
with spina bifida. We are talking about
a child with heart problems. We are
talking about children who are so vul-
nerable they cannot even get up in the
morning without assistance. And we
are going to cut from their sustenance?
I do not know how we do that.

The irony about this amendment, it
does not increase the caps on discre-
tionary spending. So even if we vote for
this, the chances that veterans will get
more are not very good.

I think I really have to say there is
something that I think my friend from
Missouri is missing in his amendment.
Maybe he does not realize that half a
million veterans are on welfare. Half a
million veterans are on welfare. So
when he cuts welfare to give to veter-
ans, he forgets that half a million vet-
erans are going to get hurt by this. We
know who they are— veterans who just
cannot make it back, who were suffer-
ing from disabling diseases, be they
physical or mental, half a million of
whom are on welfare, some form of wel-
fare. So we cut this. We are saying we
are cutting it in order to help veterans,
yet we are cutting 500,000 of the most
vulnerable veterans.

I really believe there are other ways
we can help the veterans. I would like
to cut corporate loopholes. I would like
to cut corporate welfare. That is what
I am going to vote to do. We have a lot
of corporate loopholes out there that
need to be closed, businesses that get
favorable tax treatment if they leave
the country, people escaping taxation
who were very wealthy. We should go
after corporate welfare, not go after
the disabled children, the disabled vet-
erans. Then, we should spend it on the
veterans.

I think we, on the Democratic side,
will have an opportunity to honor our
veterans by increasing what we spend
on them by taking the money out of
corporate loopholes, corporate tax
loopholes. I think everyone can get be-
hind that. However, we should not hurt
the most vulnerable children, the most
vulnerable veterans.

I really do believe that my ranking
member is going to have an excellent
amendment, instead of this one, which
turns our veterans against the most se-
verely disabled children and the most
severely disabled veterans.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COHEN. I ask unanimous consent

to proceed for a few minutes as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADMIRAL BOORDA
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, Senator

LOTT a moment ago spoke about the
life and death of Adm. Jeremy Mike
Boorda. I think all of us were stunned
by this revelation.

Yesterday, most of us, Republican
and Democrat alike, were shocked, and
saddened, in some respects, at the an-
nouncement of another man of char-
acter and courage who decided to leave
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a position he loved most to achieve a
higher dream.

Today, just moments ago, we are ad-
vised of another man in our public
service, one of the best and brightest
that the Navy has ever had to offer,
took leave of life. The reports at this
point have not been confirmed. On one
network they have indicated that it
was a self-inflicted wound. I hope that
is not the case. We are trying at this
particular point to verify rumors. No
such confirmation has been forthcom-
ing at this point. We do not wish to add
to the speculation any further than
what is on the television at this mo-
ment.

I say a few words about Admiral
Boorda from a personal point of view.
He was a very close friend of mine. He
attended my wedding a few months
ago. Our relationship goes back several
years, at least, when we were in Mu-
nich together, the Wehrkunde con-
ference. It was memorable to me be-
cause one night while we were there,
Sarajevo had been shelled. There was a
great loss of life. Admiral Boorda took
charge immediately. He ordered C–141’s
to get to Sarajevo. He did so over the
objection of the U.N. command at that
point. Akashi could not be reached.
They said, wait until tomorrow; do not
send any aircraft down. Mike Boorda
said, ‘‘I am not waiting for anything.
Get those planes in there. Get those
wounded people out of there and get
them to the hospital.’’

That was the kind of man of action
and passion that I came to know and
admire. He, over the last several years,
demonstrated that time and time again
in terms of his commitment to the
Navy.

Yesterday, Senator DOLE talked
about life being a hardship. Nothing
came easy to Senator DOLE. I might
say that for Mike Boorda. Life was a
hardship as well. He was not born into
wealth. He was not a man of privilege,
but he is what we call a common man.
He rose through the ranks of common
men and women to the highest position
in the U.S. Navy. He was admired by
everyone who ever came within his
presence. He was inspiring to those
men and women who now served in our
U.S. Navy. All of them will be equally
stunned and shocked, as we were, to
learn of the news of his death. I can
only hope that the reports I have heard
to date are not correct.

I pray for the members of his family
who are alive today and no doubt in a
state of shock and grief. I can only in-
dicate to them that every person who
has ever been touched by Jeremy Mike
Boorda will remember him for the rest
of their lives. I can only express my
condolences at this moment and hope
to have further comments about the
life and times of Mike Boorda at a
later time.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BOND. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has 8 minutes, and
the Senator from Nebraska has 2 min-
utes 55 seconds.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

We have heard a lot of straw men set
up by opponents on the other side. We
have heard about all kinds of horrible
cuts that would come if we get a re-
sponsible budget number for welfare.
This body should know that the $53 bil-
lion cut, which we propose in this
amendment to include in reconcili-
ation instructions, is equivalent to the
$53 billion cut that was passed by an 87-
vote majority in this body when we de-
bated welfare previously.

Now, there could have been as many
as 13 Members of the body that did not
like what was in that welfare bill. But
I can assure you, with 87 Members of
this body voting for welfare reform, the
horrible, tragic things that we hear
about that could happen if we have to
achieve reconciliation savings of $53
billion in welfare are so much smoke
and mirrors. What we are concerned
about in the numbers is assuring that
veterans health care does not take an
impossible hit, a $12.9 billion reduction.
There is no way that one can work out.

My colleague from California, who
has argued so eloquently for the veter-
ans and has talked about them, did not
propose any changes when she voted
for the amendment that would slash
Veterans’ Administration spending by
almost $13 billion in the Budget Com-
mittee. The Senator from Minnesota
had said we should not worry about the
cuts in veterans. We just cannot adopt
a budget number that is consistent
with the previous welfare reform that
87 Members of this body, on a biparti-
san vote, supported when we first
passed welfare reform.

Mr. President, budgets are about set-
ting reasonable expectations for Gov-
ernment so that we can carry out our
functions in a responsible manner and
not continue to add to the deficit. All
of the horror stories, all of the very dif-
ficult and compelling cases that were
cited are not the ones that would be hit
by the budget reconciliation proposal
that this amendment contains.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. EXON. How much time is left on
each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes for the majority, and 2 min-
utes 55 seconds on the Democratic side.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want
to associate myself with the comments
of the distinguished chairman of the

VA–-HUD and Independent Agencies
Subcommittee on Appropriations, Sen-
ator KIT BOND of Missouri. He does a
tremendous job. I have watched him
through the years. He is attentive, he
does his homework, he is impressive,
and he gets quite involved in every way
and in every issue in a most positive
way.

What has been curious to me, as
chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, is the remarkable behavior of
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs,
Jesse Brown. He is continually
distancing himself and the VA from the
President’s budget. I understand he
testified early last month before the
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee
that he ‘‘felt the President’s budget
would be devastating for veterans.’’

Later in the month, April 24, the Sec-
retary appeared before the Senate
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, which
I chair, and which I oversee as chair-
man. In response to a question from
my friend, Senator CRAIG of Idaho, the
Secretary stated that the VA budget
described in a document submitted to
the Congress—over the signature of the
President and entitled ‘‘Budget of the
United States of America’’—does not
represent the policy of the President.

I ask, whose policy does it represent?
Did an employee of the Government
Printing Office change the numbers for
the proposed VA budget on his or her
own, making the President of the Unit-
ed States and the Congress the victims
of some wild practical joke? Did some
cyber surfer hack his way into the
White House computer system and
change the numbers? Did somebody
forge the signature of the President of
the United States on a document sub-
mitted to the Congress in his name?
My Heavens, we may have a real scan-
dal here on our hands.

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs
told the committee that VA’s future
medical budget will be subject to an-
nual renegotiation by the President.
He tells us he has received the Presi-
dent’s assurances that the budget num-
bers are not binding. Well, that makes
quite a puzzle.

The President of the United States
has proclaimed to the American people
that he will balance the budget in 7
years. His plan, like any budget, in-
cludes difficult decisions allocating
limited resources between many worth-
while programs.

But, according to the Secretary’s tes-
timony, the President does not stand
behind the parts of that plan relating
to the Department of Veterans Affairs.

There are only 2 ways the President
can deliver on his commitment to Sec-
retary Brown. He can increase the VA
spending by abandoning the goal of the
balanced budget. But the President has
made a commitment to the American
people to present a balanced budget.
We have heard that discussion for sev-
eral hours. So I am sure that he would
not take that course. Or, in the alter-
native, the President could increase
the VA’s budget by reducing the budget
of other programs.
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Does that mean the President has a

secret plan to cut non-VA discre-
tionary spending programs in order to
fund increases in veterans’ health care?
I am sure he does not, Mr. President,
because his budget also represents a
funding promise made to the bene-
ficiaries of non-VA programs.

Mr. President, the veterans’ health
care budget proposed by the Presi-
dent—when examined through the lens
created by the statements of the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs—presents
the Senate with a remarkable mystery.

Veterans may wonder upon which
rock the Senate should build their fu-
ture, Mr. President—the budget pro-
posed by the President? Or Secretary
Brown’s hopes that those budget num-
bers will be changed? That is what he
said.

Mr. President, on April 24, Secretary
Brown testified that, since 1980, VA’s
medical care funding has increased 20
percent—after adjusting for inflation.
The resolution reported to the Senate
by the Committee on the Budget builds
on that rock.

So I submit to America’s veterans—
and to the Senate—that a generous his-
tory of increasing funding, combined
with already-identified proposals for
more cost-effective operation of the VA
Health Care Administration, are much
firmer rock upon which to build for the
future than the administration’s budg-
et—a budget Secretary Brown tells us
the President has already repudiated.

That, I think, is a most extraor-
dinary thing.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GREGG). Who yields time? The Senator
from Nebraska has 2 minutes 47 sec-
onds.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, when I in-
troduced the President’s budget this
morning, I indicated that there were
several features of the President’s
budget that I wish to change and would
attempt to make changes in. One of
those certainly was the fact that the
Veterans Affairs allocation under the
President’s budget was not one that
those of us on this side of the aisle
were satisfied with. So I thank the
Senator from Missouri, who has
brought up this matter.

We recall during the deliberations of
the Budget Committee that it was
something we wished to correct also.
We may have some differences of opin-
ion on where the money should come
from to do the correction. But I simply
say that I think we all agree that a
correction has to be made.

This is one of the things I had in
mind—without spelling them out—
when I said I am for the President’s
budget, with some changes. This is one
of them. I want to say that I am offer-
ing an amendment that will precede
the vote on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Missouri, along the same
lines. I am taking the money from a
different source. Regardless of where
the money comes from, it is something
that will probably have 100 votes for to

make a correction in this particular
area.

However, after we finish this debate,
as agreed to previously, I will offer my
amendment and we will vote on that
first. It essentially does the same thing
as the Senator from Missouri does, but
it takes the money to fund it from a
different source. We will not need to go
into that in any great detail now. We
might talk about that when I offer my
amendment.

I want to correct one thing before we
finish debate on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Missouri. We
may be wrong, Mr. President, but I
would simply note that we feel—I state
this for the RECORD—if corrections are
necessary by the offer of the Senator
from Missouri, we will certainly co-
operate in trying to offer an amend-
ment. We feel that the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Missouri at-
tempts to increase spending for veter-
ans, which is a worthy cause. We agree
with that. His amendment raises the
functional category for veterans. Un-
fortunately, the amendment as drawn,
in our view, would not increase discre-
tionary spending, which I think the
Senator from Missouri wants to do;
that is, the discretionary spending lim-
its and the appropriations caps as it af-
fects that.

So, in reality, it is our view that the
Senator’s amendment would merely
cut income security and leave the dis-
cretionary spending levels just the
same as in the President’s budget. I am
sure that is not his intent. I am just
making that suggestion. Is that some-
thing that the Senator has agreed
with? Should we correct it? If so, in
fairness, we would like to give time to
do it. If we are not reading this right,
please tell us so. I want to call it to the
Senator’s attention in the interest of
fairness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has 36 seconds.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I guess I
had better talk rapidly.

We have raised the caps in the
amendment in the copy we have. We
would be happy to have staff be sure we
are talking about the right numbers.
The fact remains that both sides agree
that we cannot cut, as the President
has proposed, spending on the Veter-
ans’ Administration.

I thank the distinguished ranking
member of the Budget Committee for
his kind comments. We will have more
to say about veterans affairs and the
credibility of the President’s budget on
the next vote.

I ask unanimous consent that the
yeas and nays be ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the amendment be
set aside to permit the introduction of
an amendment by the ranking member
of the Budget Committee and that the
amendment so set aside be placed sec-

ond in the order for votes at the end of
debate on the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the regular order the amendment is set
aside, the amendment by Senator BOND
is the second in order, and we now turn
to the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska with 1 hour equally divided.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair.
I yield myself what time I may need,

and there will probably be others to
speak on this.

AMENDMENT NO. 3973 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3965

(Purpose. To cut corporate welfare to fund
veterans’ benefits)

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON]

proposes an amendment numbered 3973 to
amendment No. 3965.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In the pending amendment:
On page 2, line 9, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 2, line 10, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 2, line 11, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 2, line 12, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 2, line 13, increase the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 2, line 14, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 2, line 19, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 2, line 20, increase the amount by

$1,920,000.
On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 33, line 5, increase the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 33, line 6, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 33, line 12, increase the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 33, line 13, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 33, line 20, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 34, line 1, increase the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 34, line 2, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 34, line 8, increase the amount by

$1,708,000,000.
On page 34, line 9, increase the amount by

$1,552,000,000.
On page 40, line 23, increase the amount by

$1,594,000,000.
On page 40, line 24, increase the amount by

$1,572,000,000.
On page 41, line 5, increase the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 41, line 6, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
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On page 47, line 10, increase the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 47, line 11, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 47, line 13, increase the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 47, line 14, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 47, line 16, increase the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 47, line 17, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 47, line 19, increase the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 47, line 20, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 47, line 22, increase the amount by

$3,302,000,000.
On page 47, line 23, increase the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 48, line 2, increase the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 48, line 3, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, before I
start my formal remarks, let me
straighten out any misunderstanding.

Were we not furnished a copy of the
amendment. Is that what I understand?
I am just trying to make sure that we
know where we are coming from.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we will be
happy to show the distinguished chair-
man. I am sure it is there.

Mr. BOND. If it is there, that is all I
need to know. We were concerned it
might not be.

You made a change. You made a
change in the copy of the amendment
after it was given to us. Is that the
mixup? The best guess is that we were
not furnished the final copy of the
amendment. It is no big deal. The fact
is it is in there. That is what I wanted.

Can you give us a copy of yours?
Mr. EXON. Yes. We will give a copy

of the amendment to the majority. It
does the same thing.

Mr. President, this amendment ad-
dresses the veterans proposition also.
This amendment does much of the
same as that intended to be done by
the Senator from Missouri. It adds
back to veterans the source of funds in
the same amount. However, the Sen-
ator from Missouri cuts welfare to
make up the difference. My proposal
would cut corporate welfare. It is this
Senator’s belief that the majority
turns too quickly to reducing projected
spending on means-tested programs
that go to the heart of the needs of the
most needy in our society. Some of
that was brought up during debate on
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Missouri.

Some may believe that we are all too
eager to cut the neediest programs
that we have—those so-called means-
tested programs.

I am simply saying, while I consider
it a must to better fund the veterans
programs almost exactly as the Sen-
ator from Missouri has suggested, let
us cut corporate welfare to pay for this
and keep our reduction in the unneces-
sary spending under control.

We have had a good debate, I think,
on veterans affairs. We do not need to
extend the debate for any lengthy pe-

riod of time because I think we would
just be repeating ourselves over and
over again. What we come down to,
therefore, is that the amendment be-
fore the body is the amendment which
we will vote on prior to voting on the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Missouri.

At this time, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment presently
pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. EXON. I simply say, Mr. Presi-

dent, I reserve the remainder of my
time and recognize any of my col-
leagues who wish to speak in behalf of
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Nebraska.

With that, I reserve the remainder of
our time.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I would

like to be able to enter into a debate on
this. But I am still waiting to see what
it is the amendment does. I know it
deals with veterans. But I am a bit at
a loss to know how we should debate it
when we do not have the amendment
before us. I have been in some difficult
situations, but this is probably one of
the toughest ones.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BOND. I am happy to.
Mr. EXON. We have the only copy we

had of this at the desk. We are making
a copy for you. I think the Senator
from Missouri is probably justified in
wanting to see the amendment. The
amendment does exactly what I said it
would do; that is, to have the same fig-
ures that you have proposed but rather
than take the money to make up the
difference out of welfare as we know it,
we take it out of corporate welfare.
But, once again, in the interest of fair-
ness, I suggest that we temporarily
stand in recess until a copy can be
made and delivered to the majority and
give them whatever reasonable time
they want.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I suggest

we do not need to go into recess. I
would make my friend an offer. If he
will just tell us what he means by cut-
ting corporate welfare, maybe we can
carry out the debate, because I would
trust his characterization. I would ask
the Senator from Nebraska, does he
mean he is raising taxes? Could he be a
little more specific about the things we
are doing?

Mr. EXON. The Senator, certainly as
a member of the Budget Committee,
knows full well what I am talking
about with regard to corporate welfare.
These are moves that we have made
over the years that have been promi-
nently under discussion for the last
year with regard to the budget negotia-
tions between the Congress and the
White House.

If the Senator will refer to the mate-
rial that I think he now has, page 3 of
this year’s Republican budget resolu-
tion states that in addition to the child
tax credit, and I quote, ‘‘The commit-
tee recommendation would accommo-
date further tax reform or tax reduc-
tions to be offset by the extension of
expired tax provisions of corporate and
business tax reform.’’

It continues, ‘‘Such receipts could be
used to offset other tax reform propos-
als such as estate tax reform, economic
growth, fuel excise taxes or other poli-
cies on a deficit-neutral basis.’’

To outline this further, last year’s
vetoed reconciliation bill, supported by
virtually every Senate Republican, in-
cluded approximately $26 billion in rev-
enue increases for corporate and other
reforms.

That is what I am talking about.
President Clinton has proposed nearly
$40 billion in corporate reforms in his
balanced budget submission to the Con-
gress. Although the proposals are not
identical, Republicans and Democrats
agree that revenue can be raised from
this category which is customarily re-
ferred to, as I think the Senator from
Missouri knows, as corporate welfare.

The committee report to this budget,
on page 63–67, describes expenditures in
our Tax Code that lose hundreds of bil-
lions of revenue over a 5-year period. In
that context, the Republican proposal
as well as those of President Clinton
are modest efforts to reduce loopholes
that have allowed corporations to ben-
efit.

That is what corporate welfare is all
about. It eliminates corporate welfare
to the extent that it is necessary to
adequately fund the veterans programs
at essentially the same figures that
both you and I would like to see. An-
other way of saying this: What it does
is make our tax laws fair for all Ameri-
cans.

I am not surprised that the first
words out of the mouth of the Senator
from Missouri were, ‘‘Are you going to
raise taxes?’’ If cutting corporate wel-
fare, which I think the corporations
are not entitled to during a time when
we are strapped for money, if that is
raising taxes, call it raising taxes. I
think closing unfair corporate loop-
holes to take care of the needs of our
veterans is far better than taking it
away from what I referred to earlier,
from the general welfare fund that goes
essentially to the neediest among us.

I would simply say that these are
modest efforts, modest loophole clos-
ings. Our amendment ensures that ad-
ditional receipts from closing cor-
porate loopholes will be used to lessen
the cuts on the veterans rather than
apply it to help pay for additional tax
breaks for the wealthy, which I basi-
cally feel is in the mind of the Repub-
lican budgetmakers some time down
the line.

In any event, whether that is true or
not, all that the Exon amendment does
is to return to the welfare funds the
amount that the Senator from Mis-
souri and others are proposing. And we
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think that is good. We are simply say-
ing that rather than to subtract this
from welfare, the neediest among us,
let us take the necessary funds from
corporate welfare that we all know has
drawn far beyond due bounds in recent
years.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. BOND. I yield myself such time

as I may require.
We obviously are getting some basic

philosophical differences here. My dis-
tinguished friend from Nebraska has
accused us of reflexively turning to
means-tested entitlements.

What we have done, Mr. President, in
fact, is to turn to failed programs and
say it is time to reform them. The
President himself has said it is time to
end welfare as we know it. That is why
87 Members of this body, Democrats
and Republicans, said we need to re-
form welfare. The system is not serving
the people it is supposed to serve—the
taxpayers who fund it, the commu-
nities that see its impact, or the future
generations who hope that we could
help people get out of welfare and into
productive employment. What we are
saying is it is time to reform these pro-
grams. We are going to keep saying
that because I think the overwhelming
body of American citizens knows that
welfare needs to be reformed.

By the same token, my friends on the
other side of the aisle reflexively turn
to tax increases. If it moves, tax it. We
are talking about an amendment to the
budget presented on behalf of the
President by the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska.

Let me point out that that bill al-
ready has $36 billion in new taxes in ex-
tenders. It raises $36 billion in extend-
ing taxes. It has $54 billion in other
loophole closings. They have already
got $90 billion of tax increases. And the
distinguished ranking member of the
Budget Committee says, let us just hit
them with another $13 billion of taxes.

Now, Mr. President, I thought that
maybe our friends would have learned
something when President Clinton pro-
posed and they voted for the signifi-
cant tax increases of 1993. I have cited
before on this floor the studies have
shown that raising taxes in the way
that was done in 1993 did not generate
the kinds of revenue expected because
it discouraged economic activity. It
has slowed economic activity, eco-
nomic growth and jobs in this country,
and we have no less of an authority
than the President himself, who said at
a reception attended by people, I guess,
whose taxes he had raised markedly in
Texas, that he raised taxes too much.

We agreed with him at the time. Un-
fortunately, he just did not see it our
way until later on. Now we want to
take a $90 billion gross tax increase
here and add another $13 billion to it.
Certainly, our budget provides for

changes in the mix of taxation if we
need it. That can be done right now.

The chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee will offer a bill that may raise
some taxes and lower others and shift
the mix of taxes. But when we talk
about the total burden of taxation,
that is one of the problems which is
causing our country to slow down, jobs
not to be created, and as we get into a
debate on the President’s budget the
one argument I have not heard made
about it is that it does not raise
enough taxes. But that is really what
the amendment by the Senator from
Nebraska would do. Are we really in
trouble because we do not tax enough?
I don’t think so, Mr. President.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment and vote for the amend-
ment which will follow it.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 22 minutes and 30 seconds.

Mr. EXON. It may well be we can
shorten down the time. We have been
trying to move this ahead, move for-
ward.

I did not realize we would be getting
into a rehash of what we did 2 years
ago with the President’s budget. Once
again, the Senator from Missouri is
certainly entitled to his position. He
indicates that the budget that we
passed 2 years ago, the President’s
budget, has hurt jobs creation, has
been devastating to the country. Evi-
dently, from what he said, it has hurt
employment.

The facts of the matter are that
those same things were said in one
form or another by those on that side
of the aisle during the debate, and we
passed that proposition with all Demo-
crats supporting that to get it by,
without a single Republican vote in ei-
ther the House of Representatives or
the U.S. Senate. The facts of the mat-
ter are, as we explained yesterday, that
primarily because of that, coupled with
the excellent leadership of President
Bill Clinton, this Nation has been on a
steady, logical growth pattern in all
areas.

I remember hearing people on that
side of the aisle who attacked that
budget at the time saying it would be
devastating to the economy of the
United States of America, that we
would never recover if we passed this.
We have more than recovered, we have
had one of the most astonishing peri-
ods of growth in American economy
since that was passed that we have
ever seen.

At the same time, coupled with that
tax increase package and coupled with
the economic growth that we have had
under the direction of the Clinton ad-
ministration, we have seen a dramatic
drop, 3 years in a row, of the deficit of
the United States of America, from ba-
sically $300 billion a year, now down to
$147 billion.

I did not know we were going to get
into a debate all over again on that
measure that I voted for, and would
vote for again, because I thought it was
the right thing to do. In addition to
being the right thing to do, we would
not be in a position here in the Con-
gress this year, nor would we have been
in a position last year, to work toward
a balanced budget, were it not for the
fact that the Democrats, under the
leadership of Bill Clinton, reduced dra-
matically the deficit which has spurred
growth in the United States of Amer-
ica.

So if anyone wishes to take me on for
what I did wrong 2 years ago, I am will-
ing to do that because the facts of
growth in the economy speak for them-
selves. I do not generally say how the
stock market goes is how America
goes, but certainly that is one factor in
our economy that we need to look at. I
suggest to all that since the develop-
ment of that sound package by all
Democratic votes and not one Repub-
lican vote in the House or the Senate,
we have seen the stock market break
every record that it ever established
before.

The people are happy with it. It has
reduced the deficit. It has gotten us to
the place where we have a chance—al-
though it is still a tough task—to bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002. Were
it not for that particular measure that
is now being criticized—in my opinion
irresponsibly once again—we would not
be in the shape we are in today of
reaching for a goal of balancing the
budget by the year 2002, which is some-
thing this Senator and many like me
have fought for ever since I have been
here.

I yield 5 minutes, or whatever time
he needs, to the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from Nebraska. This is one of those de-
bates, as I listen to it, that I think
causes people who are watching from
outside the beltway to just shake their
heads, because they have to wonder
what is this all about? I must say, un-
less you are a green eyeshade type and
spend all of your time poring over the
subaccounts of the Federal Govern-
ment, it is a little confusing.

I think one of the things that perhaps
has been lost in this discussion is that
if we are looking at a comparison be-
tween the various budgets on domestic
discretionary spending—and that is,
after all, the pool of money from which
veterans benefits are drawn and all of
the other discretionary spending ele-
ments of the Federal budget—the re-
ality is, the Republican budget over 6
years cuts $296 billion, the President’s
budget, $229 billion, so the cuts in dis-
cretionary spending in the Republican
budget are substantially greater than
the cuts in the President’s budget.

The issue has been raised, what are
the subtotals? When you distribute
those reductions, when you distribute
them among all the functions in do-
mestic discretionary spending, how do
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veterans come out? I think one of the
things that has been lost in this debate
is that these functional totals are not
binding. They are not binding. That is
the way the budget process works.
There is no requirement that the com-
mittees of jurisdiction abide by that
functional subtotal.

I ask my colleague from Nebraska, is
that not the case? As the ranking
member on the Senate Budget Commit-
tee, is it not the case that these func-
tional subtotals are not binding?

Mr. EXON. I would certainly empha-
size that the Senator from North Da-
kota is so right. I am so glad he has
pointed that out.

Mr. CONRAD. So, we get lost here in
the details, but the overarching truth
is the Republican budget, over 6 years,
cuts $296 billion out of domestic discre-
tionary spending. The pool of money
for domestic discretionary spending is
reduced by $296 billion. The President’s
budget reduces it by $229 billion over 6
years. I point out the centrist budget,
which a bipartisan group of Senators,
Republicans and Democrats, have
agreed to, is $179 billion over 6 years.

Frankly, I would say both the Repub-
lican budget and the President’s budget
have unrealistic reductions in domestic
discretionary spending. They are un-
likely to ever occur. One of the reasons
is, in both of those budgets, that the
overall pool of money available for do-
mestic discretionary spending is so
sharply reduced that future Congresses
are unlikely to adhere to the spending
path outlined in either one of those
budgets.

The fact is, the bipartisan group,
which has tried to put together a budg-
et alternative that would really have
some prospects of actually holding
course, holding to the course set for a
7-year period, has lower domestic dis-
cretionary savings than either of the
other budgets. It is also true the Presi-
dent has less in the way of domestic
discretionary savings than the Repub-
lican budget has. So if people are really
concerned about veterans or any other
subcategory of the budget, and they
are comparing the President’s budget
and the Republican budget, the Presi-
dent’s budget is more adequate, has
less reductions over a 6-year period, or
a 7-year period, than does the Repub-
lican budget.

So if you are concerned about veter-
ans or if you are concerned about edu-
cation or you are concerned about all
of the other elements that are part of
domestic discretionary spending, the
President’s budget is superior to the
Republican budget.

The fact is, these functional sub-
totals that are the concern of the
amendment of the Senator from Mis-
souri are not binding. Those are the
rules we work on around here. Those
totals are not binding.

Somehow I think we are missing the
point. We have bogged down in the de-
tails in an attempt to score partisan
political points. Unfortunately, that is
what is happening around here more

and more. We have not gotten into
what is the heart of the debate and the
discussion, what is the heart of the
matter. The heart of the matter is, all
of us need to move toward a balanced
budget. We need to do that because we
are on a course that cannot be sus-
tained.

The Entitlements Commission told
us last year if we stay on the current
course, we are going to have an 82 per-
cent tax rate in this country, or a one-
third cut in all benefits. That is the
harsh reality of what we confront. And
all of these budgets—all of them—are
reducing domestic discretionary spend-
ing, they are reducing every other ele-
ment of the Federal budget from what
current law provides in an attempt to
move towards fiscal responsibility.

Mr. President, I will just say in con-
clusion, I hope my colleagues will re-
member, the reality is, the President’s
budget has less reductions in domestic
discretionary spending than does the
Republican budget. That is just a fact.
And the second fact that is important
to remember is these functional sub-
totals that are the subject of debate
here are not binding in any event. I
thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I call on
my distinguished friend, how many
minutes?

Mr. THOMAS. Five minutes.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-

self 1 minute first and just say, I thank
the Senator from North Dakota. He has
been a great champion for reforming
entitlements. He and I agree entitle-
ments need to be reformed.

My amendment proposes reforms in
the entitlement programs. The amend-
ment of my friend from Nebraska, Sen-
ator EXON, adds another $13 billion in
tax increases. And in looking at the ex-
tensive list on page 153 and 154 of tax
increases that are already included in
the President’s recommendation, I am
puzzled where they find another $13 bil-
lion. But that is the argument: Do we
reform entitlements or raise taxes?

I now yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this is
the first time that I have spoken on
the budget. I am not on the Budget
Committee, I am not an appropriator,
but I, obviously, am very interested in
this process, perhaps more interested
in it as it pertains to the policy direc-
tion it would take than specifically in
the dollars.

The budget is a document that has
more impact than simply spending.
The budget document is one that gives
us some direction in terms of where we
go. It gives us some direction in terms
of philosophy. Do you want more Gov-
ernment or would you have less?

I have to tell you that I believe the
people in Wyoming think the Federal
Government ought to be less expensive,
ought to be smaller, we ought to spend

less. It has to do with balancing the
budget, and it is interesting to listen
to those who have worked so hard
through the years: ‘‘Balance the budg-
et.’’

Have you ever heard anyone rise who
did not want to balance the budget? I
do not think so. It has not been bal-
anced for 25 years. I begin to wonder if
all this rhetoric has been so meaning-
ful. But in any event, we need to bal-
ance the budget. It is morally and fis-
cally responsible to do that.

It is a philosophical question if you
want to balance the budget. We hear a
lot of talk about how we moved the
deficit down. How did we do that? By
the largest tax increase in the history
of this country. I do not happen to
think that is the proper way to do that.
I think we ought to reduce spending.

Of course, whenever you talk about
reducing spending, somebody says,
‘‘No, I don’t want to reduce it there, I
want to reduce it there. I want to re-
duce it for you, not for me.’’ I under-
stand that. When the average family
spends 40 percent of their income in
total taxes, that is an excessive
amount. So we need to talk about that,
and we need to take a look at our goals
and see if this really, really does it.

I agree with the Senator from North
Dakota that maybe we get bogged
down entirely with all these details,
which somebody has to do. But for
most of us, it is a direction, a philoso-
phy, it is where we are going, and the
budget has something to do with that,
a great deal to do with that.

I was very involved in our budget in
the Wyoming Legislature. It was much
smaller, much easier, same principle.
One of the differences was we had a
constitutional amendment that said we
had to balance the budget. We could
not spend more than we took in. What
an idea.

So we talk about that Washington
has never spent more on bureaucracy
than it does now—this administra-
tion—never spent less in real dollars on
defense since World War II. The tax
burden has never been higher than it is
now. Americans will pay half a trillion
dollars more in taxes because of our
tax increase.

I am concerned as well about the
backloading. Now I hear, ‘‘Well, we all
backload.’’ That is true. But the fact is
that the Clinton budget backloads
much more than the other one, 66 per-
cent of the savings in the last 2 years.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. THOMAS. No, this is the first

time I have talked. I would like a
chance to do that. Thank you.

So it is backloaded, and no one can
argue with that. It is there and perhaps
none of it should be backloaded. Of
course, it will be when you reduce so
much this year, it builds up, and I un-
derstand that. But we have to make
some tough decisions if we are going to
do that, and that is what it is about.

Raising taxes—as I understand, the
Clinton budget takes out $97 billion in
taxes, puts back 60, a net reduction of
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$37 billion. That is really not much of
a bite; not much of a bite for a country
that pays that much in taxes.

The Republican budget, on the other
hand, is about 122, I believe; $500 credit
for children. That is a pretty good idea,
I think. Permanent; age 18. We do not
start with three.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. THOMAS. I appreciate that, Mr.
President. Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. EXON. How much time does the

Senator wish?
Mr. CONRAD. One minute.
Mr. EXON. I yield 1 minute.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would
just like to say to my colleague from
Wyoming, I am disturbed by
backloading, too, but the reality is the
Republican plan has 64 percent of its
savings in the last 2 years. So this is a
case of the pot calling the kettle black.
Both of them have 82 percent of their
savings in the last 3 years. They are
both backloaded.

So to come and criticize the Presi-
dent’s plan when your own plan does
exactly the same thing is a little mis-
leading.

Let me just say——
Mr. THOMAS. Will the Senator yield

for a question?
Mr. CONRAD. I think if we were

going to be direct with each other, we
would acknowledge both plans are
backloaded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 16 minutes, and
the Senator from Nebraska has 10 min-
utes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, let me
thank my friend from North Dakota
for his excellent remarks. His state-
ment with regard to the savings that
are talked about in discretionary pro-
grams is something that I intend to
follow up on in my closing remarks.

I will just say at this time that I
have been here on the floor since this
debate began. I have heard the same
things over and over and over again—
the Republicans seem to think if they
say something enough times, it is true.
They have said on many occasions that
the President’s budget does not balance
in the year 2002. I do not know how
many times I have refuted that point,
and noted that the Republican-ap-
pointed head of the Congressional
Budget Office says that the President’s
budget does balance in the year 2002.

The same CBO office says that the
Republican plan balances in the year
2002. So if the Republicans are trying

to impeach the written word of their
own appointed CBO office, then they
impeach the source of their balanced
budget as well.

Why can we not be realistic? Both
programs are estimated—and I use the
word ‘‘estimated’’ with emphasis—by
the Congressional Budget Office as
reaching balance.

I have heard another myth that is re-
peated over and over and over again
and that is with regard to the terrible
backloading, as alleged by the Senator
from Wyoming.

I refer to the chart behind me once
again. We have had it out here before.
I am going to drag this chart out every
time I hear on that side of the aisle
that there is backloading going on.

This chart has been here before, but
the red line on that chart is the Presi-
dent’s backloading and the blue line on
that chart is the GOP backloading. The
years are below, and the numbers are
up there.

So suffice it to say, it is not accu-
rate, nor is it fair, nor does it contrib-
ute to the debate for me to get up and
say, ‘‘Oh, boy, there’s all kinds of
backloading in that GOP budget.’’

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. EXON. I will not yield.
I would be fearful that the Repub-

licans would bring out something like
this and show me that what they are
accusing the Democrats of doing is
what the Republicans are doing. Essen-
tially they are one and the same.

I simply say that I will reserve the
remainder of my time for my closing
statement. But I just wish that we
could keep our debates on something
that is realistic, without going over-
board and saying things over and over
again, things that I do not know how
many times I refuted. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, before
yielding to the Senator from Washing-
ton, I just want a point of clarification
with my distinguished friend from Ne-
braska.

Does that chart show the President’s
numbers with or without the auto-
matic trigger?

Mr. EXON. The automatic trigger, we
went through that earlier, did we not?

Mr. BOND. That chart, does it show
it with or without the automatic trig-
ger?

Mr. EXON. Once again I say, whether
it triggers or not, this is an honest
chart on honest numbers that has been
verified by the CBO.

Are you indicating there is some-
thing tricky about these numbers?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the CBO
said the only way the President’s num-
bers get to a balance in 2002 is if an
automatic trigger clicks in and cuts 10
percent of discretionary spending in
2001 and 18 percent in 2002. I am simply
asking whether that chart—and I did
not prepare the chart—does that chart
present the President’s number assum-
ing no trigger or assuming a trigger?
Which way is it?

Mr. EXON. I have been advised this is
the chart with the figures in it. If I find
out differently, I will correct it for the
RECORD.

Mr. BOND. I thank my good friend
from Nebraska. That is all I wanted to
ask, because we have, as he indicated,
I think on a bipartisan basis, voted
overwhelmingly that we do not want
the trigger. We have said, no trigger.
We do not want a meat ax.

So the only difference between the
President’s budget and the Repub-
licans’ budget is that the President’s
budget, by CBO numbers, does not now
get to balance—without the trigger, it
does not get to balance. Ours does.
With that, I will yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Washing-
ton.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in my

few minutes, I will make three points.
The first point is to agree with my col-
league, the Senator from Nebraska, by
the analysis of the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the President’s budget does
indeed balance in the year 2002. It does,
according to the Congressional Budget
Office, because of an automatic set of
tax increases and spending cuts in the
years 2001 and 2002, if the Congressional
Budget Office’s projections of spending
and of the economy are correct.

In fact, Mr. President, the Presi-
dent’s budget would balance if the Con-
gressional Budget Office showed half a
trillion dollars’ difference between now
and the year 2000 with automatic huge
tax increases and spending cuts in the
years thereafter.

If you put in such a trigger, the bal-
ance is automatic. The real point is
that in the real world, using the same
set of figures, it will not reach balance
unless that trigger is pulled. We have
just voted against the trigger.

The second point I would like to
make is with respect to the debate
right now on two amendments in front
of us. Those two amendments each say
that we should not reduce veterans
benefits in the way that the Presi-
dent’s budget indicates they will be re-
duced, a little increase in the first cou-
ple of years, then a huge reduction
thereafter.

The difference is the classical dif-
ference between the parties. Repub-
licans restore those veterans benefits
by welfare reform. Democrats restore
them by tax hikes, tax hikes sufficient
so that the President’s very modest tax
reductions in his budget become a net
tax increase over the period of time
covered by this budget.

That is a classical difference. People
can decide, would they rather support
our veterans with welfare reform or
would they rather support them with
tax hikes? I think that is a relatively
simple question.

But, Mr. President, my third point is
that I am not sure of the total rel-
evance either of the debate on triggers
that the Senator from Nebraska has
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spoken of, or even of the two amend-
ments with which we are going to en-
gage now. It is at this point I want to
compliment and support the remarks
of my Democratic colleague from
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, who
points out that there is a superior way
of going toward either of the proposals
that are on the floor here right now,
one which I believe we will debate
early next week, the first proposal in
several years that is in fact bipartisan
in nature, the one that most decisively
deals with a reform of entitlement pro-
grams, that makes them more realisti-
cally affordable by the people of the
United States and, therefore, is more
reasonable with respect to the amount
of money that we have to spend on edu-
cation and the environment and law
enforcement and national parks and
the myriad of other year-to-year re-
sponsibilities of this body.

So in that respect the Senator from
North Dakota is right. I have the privi-
lege to work with him. We will later on
in this debate be presenting that budg-
et.

I believe the Republican budget much
superior and much more honest to the
one that is before us right now, and I
intend ultimately to vote for it if that
is the last vote before us. But I believe
the one worked out by this bipartisan
group to be markedly superior to any
of the others that have been presented
this year.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BOND). The Senator from Michigan.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Let me yield myself

up to 5 minutes to also speak on the
amendment.

Mr. President, as I look at this
amendment that is before the Senate
offered by the Senator from Nebraska
in response to the previous amendment
from the Senator from Missouri, once
again I am struck by the approach that
is being taken with regard to the Presi-
dent’s budget. I talked several times
about the President’s budget during
the course of this debate and tried to
point out the extent to which the
claims the budget includes relief for
America’s taxpayers are exaggerated.

Once again we see the approach being
taken to make sure taxpayers end up
with less. The President’s budget
claims initially it will provide Ameri-
cans with $99 billion in tax relief. When
you include the various so-called cor-
porate loopholes and other increased
revenues involved with the President’s
budget, the net tax relief drops to $36
billion. Then, when you terminate the
various tax cuts as triggered in the
year 2000, it reduces total tax relief be-
tween the year 1996 and the year 2002 to
$6 billion approximately.

Mr. President, $6 billion works out to
about $1 billion a year, or 250 million
Americans working out to $4 per Amer-
ican per year in the budget that the
President is offering. That is not a lot
of tax relief by my standards. I think it
would not be seen that way by the
American people.

Here comes yet another wrinkle. An
amendment that would further change
the bottom line on taxes with regard to
this budget. Indeed, by increasing the
revenue side of this equation by an ad-
ditional $13 billion, we now eliminate
all of the tax relief contained in the
President’s budget and instead have
turned the President’s budget, should
this amendment pass, into one which
would have a net tax increase of $7 bil-
lion. I cannot imagine that is the ap-
proach the American people want us to
take, to actually increase, on a net
basis, the taxes we burden them with.

Some will argue that these taxes
would somehow fall on the corpora-
tions, the big companies, and so on. I
question that, Mr. President. It seems
to me the big taxpaying entities have
discovered a lot of ways to pass along
the taxes to the average working fami-
lies in America. Indeed, during the re-
cent debate about the gas tax repeal,
we were told that the 4 cent repeal
would never get to the consumers be-
cause the intermediate-stage corpora-
tions would somehow find a way to
pocket the dollars for themselves. If
that is true for the gas tax, it will cer-
tainly be true for this tax. If this in-
crease is put into our budget, we will
again see the actual people paying for
it, the hard-working families of our
country.

I have to stand in support of what the
Senator from Washington just said,
complimenting the Senator from Mis-
souri for his amendment and urging its
support and urging our colleagues to
oppose an increase in taxes as would be
contained in the amendment being of-
fered by the Senator from Nebraska.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). The Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 2

minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from Nebraska. I simply say to my col-
league on the other side with respect to
the Senator’s amendment, you can
close a tax loophole and not raise taxes
on any Americans. As a member of the
Finance Committee, I have been trying
for some time to deal with the question
of the fact that 73 percent of the for-
eign corporations doing business in the
United States do not pay a penny of
taxes here.

The question is, how can that be?
How do they avoid paying taxes in the
United States when they are obviously
doing very well here?

Mr. President, the reason is, we have
a scheme called transfer pricing in the
international tax system that allows
corporations to put their taxes or their
profits where there are no taxes. For-
eign corporations who are in here com-
peting with American corporations
have been taking advantage of this
loophole in a very significant way to
avoid paying any taxes here. That is
not only unfair to U.S. taxpayers, that
is unfair to U.S. companies who are ex-
pected to compete with the foreign en-

terprise that escapes and avoids tax re-
sponsibility, that an American-based
corporation cannot escape and avoid.

I say that my colleague from Ne-
braska has come up with a very reason-
able way to take care of the needs of
our veterans by closing a tax loophole.
Now, some of our friends on the other
side have never seen a tax loophole
they do not like. They have never seen
a tax loophole they do not endorse.

There is absolutely no reason to
allow foreign corporations to do busi-
ness in this country and not pay any
taxes here. It is not fair, not only to
U.S. taxpayers, it is not fair to Amer-
ican corporations with whom they
compete.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might

I inquire how much time we have and
how much time Senator EXON has?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 6 minutes remaining, and
the Senator from Nebraska has 4 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, with-
out using that time, might I exchange
with Senator EXON about where we are
going next. If we use our 6 minutes and
you use your 4 minutes, are we ready
to vote in the sequence that we here-
tofore agreed to?

Mr. EXON. We are ready. That se-
quence, just to set the record straight,
we would vote on the Exon amendment
first and the amendment from the Sen-
ator from Missouri second. And I be-
lieve, if I remember correctly, the first
vote would be a 15-minute vote, and the
second vote, I believe it was stipulated
by the Senator from New Mexico, is to
be 10 minutes. Is that the Senator’s un-
derstanding?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. Mr. President,
first, I want to congratulate Senator
BOND on his amendment and Senator
EXON on his amendment, because we
are going to have an opportunity here,
in about 12 minutes, to vote on 2 pro-
posals.

There could be nothing closer to re-
flecting the difference between the 2
parties than these two amendments.
So, make no bones about it, we will
first vote on a Democrat amendment,
which will increase taxes, no matter
what you call it. You increase taxes to
pay for appropriated accounts that are
cut, which they are finally admitting
in cutting this budget—that is, the vet-
erans of this country. So the first vote
is going to be: Do you want to raise
taxes to spend more money? The sec-
ond vote is going to be a Republican
vote, and it will be very simple: Do you
want to increase spending for veterans
by cutting spending someplace else?

We say, yes. We say, the American
people are not interested in raising
taxes. We already raised taxes 2 years
ago, which was the largest tax increase
in history. The President has, in his
budget, $90 billion, under the rubric of
‘‘corporate welfare’’—but it is $90 bil-
lion. Senator EXON says that $90 billion
is not enough to do what we want to
do. We want $13 billion more because
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we caught them with the reality that
they are reducing the level of expendi-
tures for the veterans of this country
by at least $13 billion, decimating our
commitment to the veterans.

As our President is prone to say, we
do not want to violate our values. Our
values are very simple: Protect the vet-
erans of America. Live up to your com-
mitment. We do not want to violate
that value. But I will suggest that the
reality of it now is that the President
violates that value. But he almost got
away with it, with nobody understand-
ing it—except for this amendment
today, which clearly now says it, and
even the Democrats understand. They
understand veterans is cut enough that
they want to raise taxes to pay for it.

Now, they were not saying they were
cutting veterans just 4 or 5 days ago
because, obviously, they just wanted to
say Republicans were cutting programs
to get to balance. There is a nice little
gimmick. The President called it a
‘‘trigger.’’ The problem is that the trig-
ger would not work on the floor, be-
cause if you have to use CBO econom-
ics, and not the President’s choice of
economics, then you have to pull the
trigger, and they did that and they put
a giant plug in their budget. That plug,
so everybody will know, is a big whop-
ping plug. It is $32 billion in tax cuts
that have to be sunsetted. So we raise
taxes $32 billion after having cut them.
That is the first thing in the plug. We
add Medicare cuts of $13 billion, and
the President adds spectrum fees of $6
billion. This is kind of the cornucopia
of solving budget problems. Spectrum
fee. Mr. President, $38 billion is in the
budget. This says $6.6 billion more to
get to the balance of the President and
the balance the distinguished minority
manager put before the Senate.

And then is the big ticket item: dis-
cretionary cuts of $67 billion are in this
new plug. Pull the trigger and expose
the reality and there sits a plug, with-
out which you cannot balance the
budget. And $67 billion of that is in the
discretionary programs, such as veter-
ans. And we are trying to fix veterans
with this amendment. We do it very
simply, very simply. We say, we think
veterans ought to get this $13 billion
because we have a high value on our re-
lationship to veterans. We think the
welfare program of the country could
be reduced by $13 billion to pay for it.
Reduce welfare and turn it into
workfare. And even at that, we have
not reduced welfare to the extent that
the bipartisan welfare reform that
cleared this place would have.

So, in summary, we have now ex-
posed the reality of the President’s
budget. We have exposed the reality of
it. He did not want anybody to know
that, to really get to balance, we need-
ed $124 billion, and we now have that
before the Senate—a piece of it before
us. Do you want to increase taxes to
take care of our veterans? Or do you
want to reduce welfare to take care of
our veterans?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. EXON. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, Will
Rogers once said, ‘‘It’s not what he
knows that bothers me; it’s what he
says he knows for sure that just ain’t
so.’’

Two points: No. 1, the President’s
budget proposes more in discretionary
spending than the Republican budget.
There is no debate about that, and
there is no amount of bluster on this
floor that can change that.

No. 2, this is not about tax increases.
The fact is, if this is a song with unlim-
ited verses—tax increases, I guess—we
spend $2.2 billion to pay companies to
shut their American plants and move
them overseas. How about shutting
that down and using the money in a
constructive way? Two men from Flor-
ida did a study that says we lose $40
billion a year by foreign corporations
doing business in America that do not
pay taxes here, and 73 percent of the
foreign corporations doing business in
America pay zero taxes.

To close tax loopholes is somehow in-
creasing taxes? No. We are talking
about big, fat, juicy tax breaks for
some of the biggest enterprises in the
world, and we are talking about closing
them. Is there anything wrong with
that? I do not think so.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator from
North Dakota yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
1 minute to acknowledge the departure
of a truly great American.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that this time not be
charged to either side, as we have been
doing all afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.
f

THE PASSING OF ADM. MIKE
BOORDA

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I cannot
begin to express how terribly saddened
I am by the news of Adm. Mike
Boorda’s death this afternoon. My
heart goes out to his wife, Bettie, and
his children, Anna, Eddie, Bobby, and
David. I pray that God’s love, and the
memory of a wonderful husband and fa-
ther will comfort them in this moment
of profound grief.

Mike Boorda was my friend of more
than 20 years. He was an exceptional
American, the first enlisted man to
head the world’s greatest Navy. He
dedicated his entire adult life to the se-
curity of our country. He was a great
sailor who loved the Navy beyond
measure. He honored the uniform he
was so proud to wear and the country
he served so well. Most of all, I am
grateful for the honor he did me by
blessing me with his friendship. We all
shall miss him very much.

May God grant him the eternal peace
he deserves.

I yield the floor.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I think we
should alert all—and I believe the man-
agers of the bill would agree—that we,
most likely, will start voting in about
5 minutes, is that right?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. Would the Sen-
ator mind if the first vote is 15 min-
utes, to be immediately followed by a
10-minute vote?

Mr. EXON. No. Let the RECORD show
as the Senator from New Mexico indi-
cated. We are going to start voting in
about 5 minutes. The first vote will be
a 15-minute vote, immediately follow-
ing, without any intervention, by a
vote on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Missouri, and that will be
a 10-minute vote.

Mr. President, let me wind up briefly
within the time I have left. I just find
it a little bit odd that the Senator from
New Mexico and the Senator from Mis-
souri continue to complain that the
discretionary numbers in the Presi-
dent’s budget are too low. This has
been mentioned by other Senators in
debate, and I had this written down be-
cause I wanted to comment on it in
closing.

Mr. President, if the President’s ap-
propriated savings are steep, then the
Republican appropriations savings are
positively cataclysmic. That is the
point. Over the 6 years of the budget,
the Republican budget cuts $65 billion
more from appropriations than does
the President. And in the final year of
the budget, 2002, the Republicans cut
$13 billion more in appropriated spend-
ing in that 1 year than does the Presi-
dent.

The Senator from Missouri knows
that the Appropriations Committee
will distribute those cuts—not this res-
olution. Indeed, neither the Republican
budget, nor a Republican budget of any
kind, contains program-by-program de-
tail for appropriated accounts. The
fairest comparison of appropriations in
the outyears, therefore, is to compare
totals of spending levels.

If I need additional time to close, I
take it off of the time I have on the
amendment.

In sum and in closing, the Repub-
licans want to cut projected spending
on the very poorest in the Nation. We
want to plug some corporate loopholes
that have been alluded to here and
some specifics, and there are many
more. We agree. We want to honor our
veterans. That is the reason for this
Democratic amendment. The real ques-
tion is whether we want to protect the
disabled kids or the corporations who
are moving jobs overseas.

Mr. President, I yield any remaining
time that I have. I believe the Chair
will confirm that we have previously
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agreed to the yeas and nays on the
Exon amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI. Have the yeas and

nays been approved for the Bond
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Before we vote, let
me ask Senator EXON a question.

According to our understanding, your
side has the next amendment after we
vote on these two.

Mr. EXON. That is correct.
Mr. DOMENICI. Can we see that

amendment during the vote?
Mr. EXON. We will provide that

amendment to you during the vote.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 115 Leg.]
YEAS—45

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon

Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—53

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Faircloth
Frist

Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pell
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Dole Pryor

The amendment (No. 3973) was re-
jected.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3971

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now proceed under the pre-
vious order to vote on the Bond amend-
ment, No. 3971.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 75,
nays 23, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 116 Leg.]
YEAS—75

Abraham
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Brown
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon
Faircloth

Feingold
Feinstein
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Leahy

Levin
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn
Pressler
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—23

Akaka
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bumpers
Daschle
Dodd
Ford

Glenn
Hollings
Inouye
Kennedy
Lautenberg
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun

Moynihan
Murray
Pell
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Dole Pryor

The amendment (No. 3971) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3973

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate just voted on an amendment by the
Senator from Nebraska to increase vet-
erans health care funding by changes
in the Tax Code. Purportedly the reve-
nue would be derived from closing cor-
porate tax loopholes, although there is
no guarantee that’s where the money
would come from. Proponents of the
amendment have characterized the
amendment as cutting corporate wel-
fare.

First, I want to say that I support ad-
ditional funding for veterans health

care. In fact, I voted for the Bond
amendment to increase health care
spending by $13 billion.

Senator EXON’s amendment also rec-
ommends a $13 billion increase. How-
ever, I want to address the issue of how
the Senator from Nebraska intends to
pay for the increase.

As my colleagues are aware I have
been outspoken and active in the effort
to cut inappropriate corporate sub-
sidies. In fact, last year I offered an
amendment to the reconciliation bill
to cut over $50 billion in corporate
pork spending. Unfortunately, that
amendment was defeated. I might note
that the effort did not enjoy the sup-
port of the Senator from Nebraska.

In addition, I have authored biparti-
san legislation to review and eliminate
corporate subsidies, including tax loop-
holes.

The Senator from Nebraska says the
increase in veterans health care would
be paid for by filling corporate tax
loopholes. That sounds good, Mr. Presi-
dent, but the way that the amendment
is written, that result is not guaran-
teed.

Moreover, even if we could be sure
that loopholes were closed, I believe we
owe it to the American people to dedi-
cate the revenues derived from such re-
forms to reduce the tax burden on
American families across the board.

Simply stated we can and should pay
for necessary increases in veterans
health care by offsets in other Federal
spending, not by increasing the overall
Federal tax burden.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-

derstand now the minority may have
found another way to offer the Presi-
dent’s budget and they intend to do
that; is that correct?

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE DEATH OF ADM. JEREMY
MICHAEL BOORDA, U.S. NAVY

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
was informed this afternoon that Adm.
Mike Boorda, the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, died today. I have little addi-
tional information at this time on
what happened or how; but I want to
take a minute to acknowledge the
passing of a fine naval officer who
made many extraordinary contribu-
tions to the Navy and to his country. I
think this is a tragic day for both the
Navy and the Nation. We lost an indi-
vidual who was both a strong leader
and a decent man.

Admiral Boorda enlisted in the Navy
in 1956 and rose from seaman to admi-
ral. He was selected and confirmed as
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the 25th Chief of Naval Operations in
April 1994. Prior to his confirmation as
Chief of Naval Operations, he com-
manded all United States and NATO
forces in Bosnia. As ranking minority
and now Chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, I had the
opportunity to work closely with Adm.
Mike Boorda on many occasions. I
found him to be an officer of great pro-
fessional skill, who instilled confidence
and stood as a model of what a dedi-
cated and courageous officer and leader
should be.

Admiral Boorda took command of
the Navy at a challenging time. His
steady hand and firm leadership during
a period of great change, a turbulent
period of declining force structure and
personnel reductions, and his firm com-
mitment to professionalism and oper-
ational readiness, have kept the Navy
on a steady course and sustained its ex-
cellence as a fighting force.

Particularly impressive was the em-
pathy and concern that Adm. Mike
Boorda had for those under his com-
mand. As a former enlisted sailor, he
had a keen appreciation of the hard-
ships of service at sea and family sepa-
ration that are a part of a sailor’s daily
existence. He understood their sacrifice
and worked extremely hard to ensure
the welfare of naval personnel. He
never failed to advise me on conditions
in the fleet during our frequent meet-
ings. His concern for the quality of life
of the men and women in the naval
service was remarkable.

During more than 40 years of service
to the Navy and to his country, Adm.
Mike Boorda made many extraordinary
contributions to his country. He was
man of great energy, vision, commit-
ment, and patriotism. He was a man
who deserved our gratitude and respect
for his service while he lived, and our
praise and prayers now that he is gone.
We will miss him greatly.

Our thoughts are with his family, his
wife Betty, his four children, and his
nine grandchildren. They include two
sons and one daughter-in-law on active
duty in the Navy. We extend our sym-
pathy to them and wish them well.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
say to fellow Senators there will be ad-
ditional votes tonight, but we are now
trying to work on some aspects of han-
dling this in a more expeditious and or-
derly manner. We will do that for the

next hour and 30 minutes. There will be
no votes before 8 o’clock.

I suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask that it be charged to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADMIRAL BOORDA

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
saddened, as my colleagues are, by the
news we just received about Admiral
Boorda’s death. His loss is a tragedy
for the Navy, the Armed Forces, and
for the entire Nation.

Admiral Boorda was an outstanding
leader and had the best possible quali-
fications to be Chief of Naval Oper-
ations because he rose through the
ranks. He entered the Navy as an en-
listed man in 1956. He is the only en-
listed person ever to reach that high
position.

As ranking member of the Armed
Services Subcommittee on Seapower, I
had the privilege of working with Ad-
miral Boorda for several years. I had
great admiration for his knowledge,
skill, leadership and dedication. Presi-
dent Kennedy was a Navy man, too,
and he said at the Naval Academy in
1962:

I can imagine a no more rewarding career
of any man who may be asked in this cen-
tury what he did to make his life worth-
while. I think I can respond with a good deal
of pride and satisfaction: I served in the U.S.
Navy.

Admiral Boorda’s life and career ex-
emplify the best in that tradition. I
join the Navy and the Nation in
mourning its loss, and express my
deepest condolences to his wife, Betty,
and to his entire family.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

will be equally divided, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADMIRAL BOORDA

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I associ-
ate myself with the remarks made by
the Senator from Massachusetts, hav-
ing just recently learned of the tragic
death of the Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Boorda. Admiral Boorda was a
native of Indiana and had a distin-
guished military career, rose to the
very top as Chief of Naval Operations.
As chairman of the Personnel Sub-
committee, I had numerous discussions

and meetings with him, so I felt that I
got to know him as well as you can in
a busy Washington and all the busy ac-
tivities we are involved in.

I was shocked by the news, deeply
saddened by the news, and concerned
for his family. While we do not have all
the details of his death, I think we all
feel the sense of grief that comes with
this type of an announcement.

Admiral Boorda came into leadership
at a difficult time for the U.S. Navy.
Many changes have taken place in the
Navy that brought to his desk a num-
ber of problems that were difficult
problems to deal with. Yet, he did so
with skill and did so with great thor-
oughness and determination to seek a
proper solution.

So, Mr. President, I intend to say
more later about Admiral Boorda and
his career and service to this Nation.
But I join with those in saying how
shocked and saddened we are with this
particular announcement.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I may speak
as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

DEATH OF ADMIRAL BOORDA

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I, too,
want to join my Senate colleagues in
expressing how profoundly saddened we
are about the death of Adm. Mike
Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations. He
was truly one of the most impressive
figures who has ever been selected to
serve as Chief of Naval Operations. He
rose from the ranks of the enlisted per-
sonnel to become an officer, and not
only that, but the highest-ranking offi-
cer in the U.S. Navy. He brought to
that job an enthusiasm for the work, a
love for the Navy, and a respect for ev-
eryone in the Navy that was unparal-
leled.

I recall very clearly a visit that I had
the good fortune to make with him to
the Meridian Naval Air Station in Me-
ridian, MS. He gone down to our State
and was visiting other States in the
South looking at naval installations.
He visited the Pascagoula base on the
gulf coast. I was with him in Meridian
when, after a tour of the naval air sta-
tion, he wanted an opportunity to meet
with everybody on the air station. So a
meeting was called and everyone was
invited. All hands were invited to come
see the Chief of Naval Operations in
the gymnasium there on the base.

He talked to everyone. He had a
hand-held mike. He walked out in the
middle of the gymnasium, as people
were seated in the stands all around.
After his remarks, without any notes
at all, he took questions and he was
asked questions about everything from
pay allowance issues, to housing, to
the status of some repair contracts on
Navy fighter aircraft, to the status of
trainers, and how long they would re-
main in service. He knew something
about everything that he was asked



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5160 May 16, 1996
that day, and he handled the questions
in a way that showed a genuine respect
for each person who asked the ques-
tion, whether it was an officer, a pilot
of an airplane, or an enlisted personnel.
He left that place that day with every-
one really endeared to him and totally
impressed with him as a person and
proud to be in the U.S. Navy with his
being the highest ranking officer in
that Navy.

So it is with deep regret and sadness
that we heard today the tragic news of
his death. Our condolences go out to
his family and to all of those who
worked closely with him, because they
have to be deeply, deeply saddened by
this terrible event. But his legacy will
be long remembered and appreciated as
an enduring gift of unselfish public
service by a person who was a true pa-
triot.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask that
the time be charged equally to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, Senator
ROCKEFELLER is here. We are trying to
move things along. He is ready to offer
an amendment. We had a discussion
here a few moments ago. As I under-
stood it, the arrangement would be
that there would be no more votes be-
fore 8 o’clock, and that, in the mean-
time, we had agreed to set aside, tem-
porarily, the Exon amendment, which
is before the body, to allow other
amendments to be offered. I am pleased
to see my friend from New Mexico here.
Senator ROCKEFELLER is here.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Exon amendment be temporarily set
aside for the purpose of other people of-
fering amendments. I simply say that,
under the rules that are still in effect,
it would be the Republican’s turn to
offer an amendment. If there is no Re-
publican here and ready to offer an
amendment, with the approval of the
chairman of the committee, we could
recognize Senator ROCKEFELLER for his
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object. We have not seen Senator
ROCKEFELLER’s amendment. We do not
know what it applies to, the underlying
bill, or what.

Mr. President, I have no objection. I
will just ask, since we did this for you
last time, you can proceed with the
Rockefeller amendment, and then we

will have an amendment. Since we are
entitled to go next——

Mr. EXON. I guess I was wrong on
that, Mr. President. I was ready to
offer an amendment. I would have gone
next. Out of deference to the agree-
ment we made, I am not offering that.
So I guess the slot really would be on
our side. I see nothing wrong if the
Senator agrees that Senator ROCKE-
FELLER will take the place of the
Democratic slot I was prepared to take,
and then the next amendment will be
on your side. Eventually, sometime to-
night, we will get back to the Exon
amendment that is being temporarily
set aside.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection.
Mr. EXON. I yield as much time as is

necessary to the Senator from West
Virginia for the purpose of offering and
explaining the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Chair and the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska, and also the chairman
of the Budget Committee, for their
courtesy.

AMENDMENT NO. 3979

(Purpose: To restore $50 billion in excessive
Medicare cuts designed to pay for new tax
breaks for the wealthiest Americans, offset
by the extension of expired tax provisions
or corporate and business tax reforms; to
protect seniors against unjustified in-
creases in premiums and other out-of-
pocket costs; to prevent the closing of
rural hospitals and other excessive pro-
vider cuts that erode access to needed med-
ical services; to prevent the implementa-
tion of policies designed to force seniors to
give up their own doctors to join private
health plans; and to protect Medicare
against policies that will cause it to wither
on the vine)
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I

send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DODD, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. FORD, and Mr. EXON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia (Mr.

ROCKEFELLER), for himself, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. DODD, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
FORD, and Mr. EXON, proposes an amendment
numbered 3979.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by

$100,000,000.
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by

$3,400,000,000.
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by

$5,900,000,000.
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by

$9,200,000,000.
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by

$13,200,000,000.
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by

$18,700,000,000.
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by

$100,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 29, line 10, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 11, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 18, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 29, line 25, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 30, line 6, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 7, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 13, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 14, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 20, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 30, line 21, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 49, line 17, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 49, line 18, decrease the amount by
$50,500,000,000.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise today in order to offer an amend-
ment to restore $50 billion to the Medi-
care Program. This amendment re-
stores $50 billion by closing corporate
loopholes and by extending expired tax
provisions already included in the Re-
publican budget.

Mr. President, we are back again try-
ing to make sure that the Medicare
Program is not gutted to pay for tax
cuts for the wealthy. This is where we
were a year ago. This is where we are
again now. My colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have tried to dress up
their budget. They are proposing all
kinds of fancy maneuvers and 3 sepa-
rate budget packages. They are pre-
tending their latest budget is somehow
kinder and gentler. But there is really
not much new here compared to what
we had last year. They lost the budget
battle last year with the American
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public when the public realized that
the drastic cuts in the Medicare and
Medicaid programs were going to be
used to pay for tax breaks for the
wealthy.

Instead of going back, as I would
have thought they would have done, to
the drawing board and come up with
some new ideas and better health poli-
cies, they have merely changed the
rhetoric. Instead of proposing ways to
strengthen the Medicare Program, they
have come up with some complicated
three-tiered reconciliation process so
that they can send three different bills
to the President in a desperate attempt
to score some political points. Instead
of working with Democrats and with
President Clinton to actually enact a
bipartisan balanced budget, the Repub-
licans continue to work behind closed
doors.

The budget resolution before us has
been preconferenced. I want my col-
leagues to understand this. It has al-
ready been preconferenced between the
House and Senate Budget Committees.
I have only been here 111⁄2 years. I have
never heard of that—a preconferenced
bill involving something so massive as
Medicare, for example. The deals have
already been worked out and they have
shut the door on any serious attempt
to reach an agreement on a balanced
budget. It is either their way, with
massive Medicare cuts to finance tax
cuts for the wealthy, or it is no way at
all.

Mr. President, last year the Finance
Committee did not hold a single hear-
ing on the so-called ‘‘chairman’s
mark’’ to cut Medicare by $270 billion;
totally different approach than the one
that Senator KENNEDY and Senator
KASSEBAUM in their respective minor-
ity-majority positions took in their
committee. The Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee has done their leg-
islation in a bipartisan, open-to-all,
way. We did not do that in Finance. We
held hearings on the problems of the
Medicare Program earlier in the year.
But not a single hearing was held on
the Republican’s actual plan to cut $270
billion out of the Medicare Program.
Not a single hearing was held to figure
out what the impact of these really
very radical cuts would be on the aver-
age Medicare beneficiary who already
spends, let my colleagues understand
this, 21 percent of their budget on
health care.

I wrote Dr. O’Neill, head of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, last year ask-
ing for estimates of what she thought
this $270 billion might have in the way
of an impact on the average senior’s
pocketbook. Needless to say, I never
got a response.

It is no different this year, Mr. Presi-
dent. This year the Finance Committee
has failed to hold a single hearing on
any aspect whatsoever of the Medicare
Program—not one hearing. This budget
resolution assumes enactment of the
same type of radical policy changes
without even preserving current law fi-
nancial protection for seniors.

Mr. President, this debate is not
about whether we should balance the
budget but how we should balance the
budget. This Republican budget still
seeks the unprecedented cuts in the
Medicare Program, just as it did last
year. Just as that was rejected by the
American people, here we are back
again.

The President’s budget achieves bal-
ance with $50 billion, or 44 percent, less
in Medicare cuts.

If they both achieve balance, then it
seems to me quite reasonable to take
the President’s approach and simply
restore $50 billion knowing that the
budget would then be in balance.

Mr. President, even the Congres-
sional Quarterly wrote, ‘‘This year’s
Republican Medicare budget proposal
looks a lot like last year’s proposal.’’
The same thing—a huge public outcry
last year, and with a new year out it
comes once again.

On the surface, the Medicare cuts ap-
pear somewhat reduced. But a lot of
the reduction can be attributed to
CBO’s revised Medicare baseline esti-
mates and because this year’s budget
only includes 6 years worth of cuts
rather than 7 years.

For hospitals, though, this year’s
budget resolution is much, much worse
than last year’s. The American Hos-
pital Association estimates that the
projected hospital cuts in the budget
are 20 percent greater than the cuts in
last year’s proposed hospital budget
cuts.

I have here a letter which I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MAY 16, 1996.
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the under-

signed organizations representing hospitals
and health systems, we strongly urge your
support of any amendment to S. Con. Res. 57
(the FY 1997 Budget Resolution) which low-
ers reductions to Medicare. We cite in par-
ticular an amendment to be offered by Sen.
Jay Rockefeller (D-WV) to restore $50 billion
to the Medicare program.

While it appears that the overall Medicare
budget reductions of $165 billion included in
S. Con. Res. 57 are roughly the same as those
in the last Republican offer in January, the
budget drastically changes how the reduc-
tions would be allocated within the program.
The FY 1997 budget proposal achieves the
total reduction by saving $124 billion from
Part A Medicare (the Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund) and $44 billion from Part B.

The net result is that in S. Con. Res. 57,
the reductions in Part A have increased by
approximately $25 billion. Not only are these
unprecedented reductions, but they would
have a disproportionate adverse impact on
hospitals. To achieve reductions of this mag-
nitude, Congress may need to adopt policies
that would freeze or actually reduce pay-
ment rates per beneficiary.

Hospitals and health systems support a
reasonable deficit reduction package, and be-
lieve that changes in Medicare are sorely
needed to keep the Part A trust fund solvent.
Many of us have supported various proposals
that achieve a balanced budget with reduc-
tions in Medicare. However, we are gravely
concerned about the level of Medicare Part A
reductions proposed in S. Con. Res. 57.

Again, we ask you to support any amend-
ments that temper the level of reductions to
Medicare Part A, including Sen. Rocke-
feller’s amendment to restore $50 billion to
the Medicare program, and seek a more bal-
anced approach to achieving savings.

Sincerely,
American Hospital Association, Amer-

ican Association of Eye and Ear Hos-
pitals, Association of American Medi-
cal Colleges, Catholic Health Associa-
tion, Federation of American Health
Systems, InterHealth, National Asso-
ciation of Public Hospitals and Health
Systems, Premier, Inc., VHA Inc.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
this letter is signed by the American
Hospital Association, the Catholic
Health Association, the Federation of
American Health Systems, and seven
or eight others, in which they say the
budget drastically changes how the re-
ductions would be allocated within the
programs.

They refer to: ‘‘Not only are these
unprecedented reductions, but they
would have a disproportionate adverse
impact on hospitals,’’ and so on. It is a
much more drastic cut for hospitals.
That is something that we all need to
worry about.

The Prospective Payment Review
Commission, ProPAC, a highly re-
spected, nonpartisan commission that
advises Congress on hospital payment
issues, has warned us in their March
report that severe reductions in hos-
pital payments could have a severe im-
pact on hospitals. They go on to say,
‘‘The required restraint on cost growth
may not be feasible, or desirable. Low
updates over an extended period could
affect a hospital’s financial health and
compromise access and compromise
quality of care. They could also impede
the diffusion of quality-enhancing
technological advances.’’

Mr. President, this is not a partisan
conclusion reached by this Senator or
the Clinton administration about the
hospital cuts proposed in the Repub-
lican budget. This is a conclusion that
has been reached by a group of health
care experts who have been advising
Congress on the financial health of hos-
pitals since 1983.

This budget truly ignores the heavy
reliance of rural hospitals on the Medi-
care Program. Small rural hospitals
may have to shut their doors. We have
heard that before. But with this 20 per-
cent greater impact, it is far more dan-
gerous.

Mr. President, in West Virginia one-
half of all seniors live in rural areas.
Well over half of our hospitals are rural
and are, therefore, clearly and logi-
cally disproportionately dependent on
the Medicare Program for their pay-
ments.

Mr. President, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will yet again
claim that they are proposing these
massive reductions in Medicare to save
the trust fund from insolvency.

Once again, I say this is nonsense.
While the most recent Medicare trust-
ees’ report showed the trust fund in
somewhat worse shape than last year,
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the variation falls within the typical
margin of error. There is over $120 bil-
lion in that trust fund, and there is no
imminent danger that claims cannot or
will not be paid.

During my almost 10 years’ tenure on
the Finance Committee, Mr. President,
we have been faced with many of these
situations, to be quite honest, with
many scenarios of impending trust
fund short-term insolvency crises. You
have not heard very much about them.
The reason you have not heard very
much about them is that each time, ex-
cept for the last time, Finance Com-
mittee members worked together to
enact Medicare payment reforms to ex-
tend short-term solvency to that one
and same trust fund. We have done it
time and time again, maybe seven or
eight times over a period of 15 years.

We enacted major reforms in hospital
payments in 1983 and followed up with
physician payment reform, something
that Senator Durenberger and I were
closely involved in in 1989, as well, of
course, as Senator KENNEDY. We made
countless payment and policy adjust-
ments to rein in Medicare spending and
extend trust fund solvency, but we did
it together. It was bipartisan. You
heard very little, if anything, about it.

In fact, until very recently, the Medi-
care Program outperformed the private
sector in containing its health care
costs. The private sector is doing
slightly better right now, but realize
that the private sector is ensuring
fewer and fewer people while Medi-
care’s enrollment is increasing. Medi-
care pays for home care services and
skilled nursing home care, types of
services that are not normally covered
by private insurance policies, and Med-
icare pays for an older and sicker popu-
lation.

So in spite of this, except for this
year, they have held their costs below
the rate of increase of the private sec-
tor. They have done very well. As ev-
erybody knows, or hopefully knows by
now, their administrative costs are
about 2 percent, which is virtually im-
possible to imagine but true.

At the beginning of the Clinton ad-
ministration, the trust fund was pro-
jected to be exhausted by 1999—not 2002
but 1999. The Democrats on the Fi-
nance Committee were forced to work
single-handedly in 1993 to extend the
solvency of the trust fund by 3 more
years, and I am aware of that because
I negotiated the Medicare part of that.

I can tell you, Mr. President, that we
did not have a single Republican vote.
We did it, nevertheless. I did not hear
one single concern expressed by the
current congressional majority about
the solvency of the trust fund back in
1993, which was not very long ago.

The Congressional Budget Office has
certified that the balanced budget pro-
posed by the President would extend
the solvency of the trust fund for 10
more years. That is about the same
level of solvency achieved by the Re-
publican budget. But the President’s
budget does so without damaging pro-

grammatic changes and drastic cuts
that would eventually cause the Medi-
care Program to, as one noted public
servant said, ‘‘wither on the vine.’’ We
can address the short-term solvency
needs of the trust fund without slash-
ing and burning the Medicare Program.
We can extend short-term solvency
without shifting huge new costs to sen-
ior citizens. The President’s budget
proves that it can be done.

The tougher issue, of course, is the
long-term solvency of the trust fund,
and about that we are all concerned.
When the baby boomers begin to age
into the Medicare Program, there will
be a huge strain on the trust fund.
None of the balanced budget proposals
deal with the issue of long-term sol-
vency. The Democratic proposal does
not. The President’s proposal does not.
The Republican proposal does not do
that.

Last year, I introduced legislation—
which I believe is strongly supported
by Senator DOLE; he said he strongly
supports it—that would establish a bi-
partisan Medicare commission. When
people hear the word ‘‘commission,’’
they say, ‘‘Oh, yeah, one of those.’’
Well, yes, one of those was what solved
the Social Security problem for a great
many years under President Reagan
and Alan Greenspan back in 1981. The
House and the Senate and the Presi-
dent, Republicans and Democrats, all
went along with that. Tough decisions
were made. Bullets were bitten. The
bill was passed, and Social Security is
not the concern that it was at that
time.

None of the balanced budget propos-
als, as I indicated, deal with this, and
I think a Medicare commission to
make recommendations to Congress on
ways to deal with the long-term sol-
vency of the Medicare Program is the
intelligent, rational way to go. If we
adopted the President’s proposal on
Medicare, we would have plenty of
time, plenty of time, to adopt a bipar-
tisan solution that addresses this long-
term solvency.

It has always been a matter of some
amusement to me; if it is solvent until
the year 2002—the Medicare HI trust
fund—and this is 1996, that is called 6
years.

The President could call this com-
mission into being next year, if he is
reelected, or, if Senator DOLE is elect-
ed, then he could do it. He says he is
for it. It would meet for a period of 6
months or a year or whatever it would
be, and the problem, therefore, would
be resolved and we could vote on it in
1998, 4 years before the crisis even hit
us. Six years is ample time. Medicare
is not in danger. Congress will not
walk away from our responsibilities on
Medicare. We simply will not do it.

So from my point of view, in conclud-
ing, the Republican budget is designed
to raid, not save, the Medicare Pro-
gram. Medicare’s money is going to be
used to finance tax cuts for the
wealthy. It is that simple. It has noth-
ing to do with assuring long-term sol-

vency of the Medicare trust fund. I find
that abhorrent. It has nothing to do
with making sure that Medicare pro-
grams continue to provide high-quality
health care for our senior citizens and
the disabled. It has everything to do
with the Republican promises to bal-
ance the budget in 7 years and hand out
tax cuts to the rich.

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues
will adopt my amendment.

Mr. President, I send a modification
of my amendment to the desk in that
there was a small error.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to modify his amend-
ment.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 29, line 10, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 11, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 18, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 29, line 25, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 30, line 6, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 7, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 13, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.
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On page 30, line 14, increase the amount by

$13,200,000,000.
On page 30, line 20, increase the amount by

$18,700,000,000.
On page 30, line 21, increase the amount by

$18,700,000,000.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Presiding Officer, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank you, Mr.
President. I yield myself 10 minutes to
speak to the amendment.

Mr. President, the Senator from West
Virginia and I from time to time agree
on things in the Chamber, and on this
occasion we disagree on the approaches
being taken to Medicare. Let me just
begin by trying to put in context the
magnitude of the problem which we
confront. While it may be true in the
past there have been projections that
Medicare, the part A trust fund was
headed toward insolvency at some
point in the future, we have never
come this close before in the following
sense. We have never before faced a sit-
uation where we actually were paying
more dollars out of the trust fund than
taxpayers were paying into the trust
fund, but that, indeed, is where we are
today.

Last April, the Clinton administra-
tion estimated that the trust fund bal-
ance would increase by $4.7 billion in
fiscal year 1995 and 1997 would be the
first fiscal year in which it would run
a deficit. However, Department of
Treasury figures indicate now that the
Medicare Program ran a deficit of $37
billion in fiscal year 1995, 2 years ear-
lier than expected. CBO has projected
that based on this change in cir-
cumstance, Medicare is now likely to
become insolvent as early as the year
2000. I ask unanimous consent to enter
into the RECORD at this point a letter
from the head of the CBO, June O’Neill,
which indicates their projected time-
table.

Mr. President, the concerns I think
all of us have about the solvency of the
part A trust fund are ones that need to
be addressed. They need to be ad-
dressed decisively. I agree with the
Senator from West Virginia that we
must confront the long-term popu-
lation projections, the aging of the
baby boom generation and the impact
that will have on Medicare, but I do
not think we should postpone dealing
with that problem until down the road
in some commission. I think we have
to begin laying the foundation for deal-
ing with that problem now. That is
what we are trying to do with the Re-
publican budget before the Senate here
tonight.

New estimates, as I said, by the Con-
gressional Budget Office post the year
2001 as the likely point at which the
trust fund part A will be insolvent.

Matters seem to be getting worse.
Last year, Republicans offered a sys-
temic change, an effort to try to create
a competitive choice system for Medi-
care recipients. We were able to get
that through the Congress, but, unfor-

tunately, it was vetoed ultimately. But
the direction we are moving in is one
that will try to address this problem
both short term and long term. Con-
trary to some of the comments that
have been made, the Finance Commit-
tee has had, it is my understanding, 13
hearings already on Medicare in this
Congress.

But the fact remains that there are
two basic choices for us to make here
in the U.S. Senate. The President has
offered a proposal which essentially
maintains the solvency of the part A
trust fund by shifting, from the part A
trust fund, vital programs, home
health care, to the tune of approxi-
mately $50 billion, maybe a little bit
more than $50 billion, and through that
mechanism produces a greater sol-
vency for the trust fund.

We, on our side of the aisle, do not
think that is the appropriate way to
address the problem. Countless Ameri-
cans depend on the part A trust fund to
provide those home health care serv-
ices. Moving them out of the trust
fund, moving them into the general ac-
count, making them, instead, subject
to congressional deliberation and im-
posing their costs on the taxpayers, or
to force those programs to be competi-
tive with others, is not the way to go.

If that is the solution we are going to
take every time the trust fund ap-
proaches insolvency, if we say the an-
swer is to move parts of the programs
under the trust fund out of the trust
fund, I do not think that is providing
seniors with much security at all. In
fact, I think for any senior who is lis-
tening to this debate, I would warn
them if we set the precedent saying the
way we are going to address the pend-
ing insolvency of the Medicare part A
trust fund is by taking away services
and putting them up for negotiation
and debate in part B, or in some other
way to be dealt with by the Congress,
we are undermining the confidence
that seniors will have in Medicare, and
it will continue in my judgment.

So, instead of approaching it that
way, what we have attempted to do on
the majority side is to provide what we
think is a comprehensive approach to
guaranteeing the solvency for 10 years
of the part A trust fund. In addition,
what we have done is to take the Presi-
dent’s own number, which is $44 billion
of savings in the part B Medicare por-
tion of the budget. So what that means
is that we are taking action that will
guarantee the solvency of part A for 10
years, through the year 2006. That is, I
think, a goal worthy of us and one that
we should, I think, accomplish for pur-
poses of protecting the American peo-
ple who are dependent on Medicare.
And we are using the President’s own
projected savings in part B of $44 bil-
lion to arrive at our Medicare objec-
tive.

Now that may not be the approach
that others support. They seem to feel
we need to try to increase the funding.
But if we increase the funding in Medi-
care we are only creating, I think, a

more serious insolvency problem. If we
do not begin now to reform the pro-
grams to create the options and the
choices for Americans so we can begin
to reduce the rate of growth of the
Medicare Program, we are inviting
even greater problems at a sooner
point, in my judgment.

We strongly oppose the amendment
that is being offered. We think that the
President’s approach is not the proper
way to go. We think that the approach
of just spending more money without
trying to reform the system is not the
approach to take. Certainly we do not
think the way to go is to have the
usual solution around here of more
taxes to fund programs. We need to re-
form the programs themselves.

So, for those reasons, I strongly urge
my colleagues to oppose the amend-
ment. I yield the floor at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

(Mr. ABRAHAM assumed the chair.)
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I

would like to respond to the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan in his
reference to treatment of home health
care financing. I am addressing, in fact,
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan as the Presiding Officer.

It is complicated, but it is very im-
portant. I would like to take just a
couple of minutes, if that is all right,
outlining why this change in home care
financing does, in fact, make sense.
And then also why, therefore, it is a le-
gitimate way to improve the solvency
of the part A trust fund.

A little history: Before 1980, financ-
ing of the home health care benefit was
divided between part A and part B, pre-
1980. At that time only the first 100
days of home visits after a 3-day hos-
pital stay were financed from the part
A fund. All other visits were financed
by part B. The policy behind this was
that Medicare part A was designed to
pay for short-term recuperative home
care services. In 1980, Congress enacted
legislation that improved Medicare’s
overall home health care benefit by re-
moving the 100-day visit limit and the
prior hospitalization requirement, the
so-called 3-day requirement. As a re-
sult, financing of all home care serv-
ices was shifted at that point to part A,
even though part A was never intended
to pay for long-term home health care
services. That is the rationale, and it
makes sense.

The President’s proposal restores fi-
nancing of the home health care bene-
fit back to the original intent of Medi-
care, and that is what happens in his
proposal. It brings Medicare financing
in line with use patterns that show
home health care has evolved into two
distinct benefits: Care to persons re-
covering from an acute care hos-
pitalization and care where there is no
hospitalization but long-term care
services are required. This proposal ex-
tends the solvency of the part A trust
fund by capping part A financing of
Medicare’s home health benefit and
saves the trust fund almost $60 billion
over 7 years.
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I just wanted to make that point.

The Senator from Michigan, the Pre-
siding Officer, had raised this point and
I think it does bear explanation on a
policy basis.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I was

listening to the presentation of the
Senator from West Virginia and felt I
had to respond in some particulars. I
appreciate the Presiding Officer giving
me relief from the chair so that I
might do this.

I hear the Senator from West Vir-
ginia use the statement that we have
heard many times on the floor, that
the purpose of the Republican number
for Medicare is to pay for tax cuts for
the wealthy. I say once again, if these
tax cuts are going to benefit the
wealthy, the wealthy have to have aw-
fully big families because the tax cut is
limited to $500 per child and I do not
know anybody who is really wealthy
who is going to make any money off of
this at $500 per child. The people who
need this are the people who have low
incomes and big families. Those are the
people in my State who are getting a
little tired of the rhetoric that this is
a tax cut for the wealthy. I have heard
the statement made on the floor that
this is going to mean $10,000 in tax cuts
to some people. They have to have an
awful lot of kids to get $10,000 at $500
per child.

Second, ‘‘slash and burn’’ is a phrase
that was used, on the amount of money
to be spent on Medicare; the incredible
cuts. I was a Member of this body when
the Senator from West Virginia co-
sponsored the Clinton health care plan.
In the Clinton health care plan, as ex-
plained in hearings before the Congress
by Mrs. Clinton, the growth of Medi-
care spending was to be slowed. Mrs.
Clinton made the very specific point,
and some of us have seen that on video-
tape as it has been replayed, that we
are not cutting Medicare, she said, we
are simply slowing its growth so that
we can pay for all the things we need
to do in health care.

The bill that is before us slows the
growth of Medicare less than the
amount proposed by Mrs. Clinton in
the bill that she proposed, and which
the Senator from West Virginia co-
sponsored.

I do not consider that it was slashing
and burning Medicare when Mrs. Clin-
ton proposed it, and I do not think it is
slashing and burning Medicare now. I
hope we will stay with the numbers as
they really are. We are proposing in-
creasing spending on Medicare, and the
Republicans are proposing increasing
spending on Medicare at a higher rate
than Mrs. Clinton proposed, and that
was in the bill that the Senator from
West Virginia cosponsored.

Mr. President, the Senator from West
Virginia has talked about the repeated
actions of the Finance Committee in

dealing with short-term solvency prob-
lems. An analogy sprang to my mind.
We have watched the Government of
the District of Columbia give us re-
peated short-term solutions to their
short-term solvency problems, and the
long-term solvency problem has gotten
continually worse until finally the Dis-
trict of Columbia is facing the crisis
that it is.

I am not proud—I did not participate,
so I was not involved—but I am not
proud of the actions of the Finance
Committee over the years in the way
they have solved the short-term sol-
vency problem. I am not proud of ad-
ministrations that I would call my ad-
ministration—that is the Bush admin-
istration—in the way it has addressed
the short-term solvency problem, be-
cause all they have done repeatedly is
postpone the day of reckoning, and to
say, ‘‘Well, we’ve been able to do it on
a bipartisan basis.’’

All right, shame on both parties. But
what happens again and again when
you are faced with the short-term sol-
vency problem in Medicare is, say we
are going to reduce the amount we will
reimburse to the doctors and we will
make those greedy doctors and hos-
pitals pay by putting a lid on the
amount they can charge. There is an-
other word for that, Mr. President. It is
called wage and price controls. We
have been trying to solve our inflation
problems in this country with wage
and price controls perhaps from the be-
ginning of time. They have never
worked in any other arena, and they
have not worked in Medicare. Every
time the Finance Committee or the ad-
ministration puts wage and price con-
trols on Medicare payments, the people
who are faced with those wage and
price controls find ways around them.
Then the costs start going up again, so
we have to have another short-term fix
with wage and price controls.

The only solution is to forget the
pattern of the past and make systemic
changes in Medicare, and my party has
had the courage to attempt that. The
party of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has said, ‘‘No, we will not at-
tempt systemic changes in Medicare.
Let’s have a commission.’’

I would be happy to serve on such a
commission and endorse such a com-
mission if the charge of that commis-
sion was to say that we are not going
to do what we have historically done
because it is what we have historically
done that has brought us to the point
we are today. We have to face the fact
that Medicare is a wonderful 1960’s pro-
gram frozen in time by virtue of its
having been made a Government mo-
nopoly. We have to break the monop-
oly, open this thing up to free market
forces, recognize that wage and price
controls do not work, and start with a
clean sheet of paper. If we had that
kind of circumstance, I would be happy
to do whatever is necessary to cooper-
ate with the Senator from West Vir-
ginia in a bipartisan fashion. But more
of the same, a repeat of what we have

done in the years that have gotten us
to this, is not the kind of call we need
to deal with Medicare.

Mr. President, I recognize that I have
opened a can of worms or a hornet’s
nest here, and I should return to the
chair, but if the President will grant
me the indulgence, I recognize that the
Senator from West Virginia is now on
his feet and wants to defend himself,
and I congratulate him for that. If I
may be allowed to stay here and defend
myself and we have this debate, I think
it will be a worthwhile circumstance.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor, in anticipation of hearing a re-
buttal from my friend from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. General re-
minders, perhaps, would be more appro-
priate in terms of the phrasing. I cer-
tainly listened to what my distin-
guished friend said, and respect him. In
fact, in all that he says, because he has
a particularly articulate, modified way
of saying things which I have long re-
spected, which the Senator knows from
our previous conversations.

The Senator has brought up a num-
ber of points, such as wage and price
controls, and this is something which
is not necessarily totally accurate, but
which I ask the Senator to con-
template. He talked about the evils of
wage and price controls. Let us leave
wages out for the moment—no, let us
not leave wages out for the moment.

I submit to the Senator what we are
now seeing increasingly in private sec-
tor managed care—you made reference
to the Clinton health care program
which is long gone. It seems to me like
the debate on health care reform was 10
years ago. Since it failed, there was
this convulsion in the marketplace, an
extraordinary explosion of activity,
and managed care took off. We have
health maintenance organizations,
HMO’s, which are wonderful in their
concept of paying a doctor so much to
keep a patient healthy. Therefore, the
incentive was to keep the patient
healthy, and the incentive was always
on the relationship between the doctor
and the patient. Then we see the intro-
duction of for-profit HMO’s, which are
now sweeping the Nation. That intro-
duces quite another concept, and that
is the interest of the shareholder of the
company as opposed to, perhaps, in
contrast to, in contradiction with, per-
haps, the relationship between the doc-
tor and the patient.

I just wonder out loud if what we
have seen, therefore, and the resulting
kind of caps and limits, and ‘‘this will
be allowed and that will not be al-
lowed,’’ is, in fact, a form of wage and
price controls, but under the guise of
the private sector, therefore, we do not
think of calling it as such. I just raise
that as something for the Senator to
think about.

Second, on the short-term basis as-
pect, the Senator expressed great con-
cern about having to do this all the
time. I am in total agreement. I am in
total agreement, and I think the rea-
son that we have had all of these short-
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term fixes is because we have not had
to consider Medicare in a longer term
context.

The Senator made some correct ob-
servations. But that is why I think
that a commission, never before en-
tered into, on Medicare, which has
grown enormously because Congress
has added enormous new burdens on it,
services to be paid for, as well as the
cost of health care and everything else,
that it is, in fact, a long-term commis-
sion approach which is the answer to
solidifying patterns, making adjust-
ments, and biting the bullet on some
very difficult issues.

I think that the deal, so to speak,
would be that the commission would be
so well balanced as to who was on it—
experts, seniors, consumers, et cetera,
it would be fairly done and expertly
done—that it would be voted through
by the House, voted through by the
Senate and signed by the President al-
most without debate, like the Social
Security Commission’s recommenda-
tions were. It was an enormously con-
troversial problem. Senator DOLE and
Senator MOYNIHAN were on that com-
mission.

With respect to when the Senator
talked about the old bromide, or what-
ever it was, of Democrats talking
about tax cuts for the rich, I have to go
by what people in the majority say, be-
cause we in the minority have to re-
spond to that.

The Senate budget resolution would,
and I quote, ‘‘accommodate further tax
reform or tax reductions, to be offset
by the extension of expired tax provi-
sions or corporate and business tax re-
forms. Such tax reductions could in-
clude proposals such as economic
growth, a capital gains tax reduction
package, State tax reform, economic
growth, fuel excise taxes * * *.’’

And on to the end of the quote.
So I have to believe that tax cuts for

the wealthy are still very much in the
mind of the Republicans. I cannot
prove it, but I can point to the Repub-
lican budget resolution before us.

What am I to think as I see this?
Mr. BENNETT. Would the Senator

yield on that point?
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Of course.
Mr. BENNETT. I do not have the fig-

ures in front of me, but I would be
happy to supply them to the Senator.
If you take the total amount set aside
for tax cuts, you would find that the
vast bulk, I think in the neighborhood
of something like 80 percent of the
value of the tax cut, goes for the $500
tax credit for children. The taxes that
the Senator is pointing out, in terms of
the total impact, are relatively small
and can honestly be described as minor
in their financial impact.

By far, the greatest bulk of the tax
money is going for the $500 rebate for
children. That is the expensive item in
the tax cut bill. I am sure the Budget
Committee would be happy to give the
Senator those details.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. We will see on
all of this, because there is a very

strong predilection on the part of the
majority party to make—when you are
talking about inheritance taxes, you
know, that is pretty heavy stuff. That
would raise questions. The Senator
who is speaking knows something
about that.

The other thing I guess I want to say,
if the Senator would further yield——

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. This amend-

ment is about restoring $50 billion that
was cut by the Republicans from Medi-
care. That is what my amendment is
about. That is kind of what I would
like our discussion to be about.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for his reasoned re-
sponse. I remain unconvinced by it, but
I appreciate the manner and the tenor
in which it is offered. May I make sev-
eral comments, and then I will return
to the chair, and perhaps this will pass
on for those who want to read about it
in the RECORD.

The reference to wage and price con-
trols and HMO’s. Wage and price con-
trols, by definition, are imposed by
Government. Market conditions may
set prices elsewhere. One of the main
things wrong with our whole health
care system—and the Senator and I can
have this discussion at length at some
other time—is the very fact that mar-
ket forces do not operate here and can-
not because of the Government’s at-
tempt to enforce wage and price con-
trols.

We have a circumstance, I say to the
Senator, where the user of the service
is not the purchaser of the service, and
market conditions therefore cannot op-
erate.

If I, for example, am enrolled in an
HMO I do not like, there is nothing I
can do about it because the person who
chooses that HMO is my employer. It is
the employer who purchases the serv-
ice, pays for it and makes the deal. It
is I, the employee, who uses the serv-
ice.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Would the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I will yield in a mo-
ment.

I have been the chief executive offi-
cer of a company and, therefore, in a
position to choose what kind of health
care the employees will get. It will
come as no surprise to say that I chose
a program that I liked.

During the debate over the Clinton
health care plan, people would say to
me, ‘‘Why don’t you give us as good a
health care plan as you have as a Mem-
ber of Congress?’’ My response was, ‘‘I
wish I had as good a health care plan as
I had before I came to Congress,’’ be-
cause the only health care plan I have
now, as a Member of Congress, is that
which the Government has decided to
make available to Government employ-
ees. If you want the same kind of
health care plan I have, go get yourself
a Government job. But if you want a
different kind of health care plan, go
petition your employer.

That does not make sense. In any
other circumstance, you make the

choices if you buy the service. But we
have created a circumstance here in
our country—frankly, we can debate
the historical roots of it—where the
employer makes the decision but the
employee receives the service. So
whom does the HMO have to please? It
has to please the health and human re-
sources person at the employer’s desk.
If the employee does not get what he
wants, too bad. The employer has made
the choice.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If the Senator
will yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator—

and I apologize to my colleagues be-
cause we are no longer debating this
amendment, which is about restoring
$50 billion in Republican cuts to Medi-
care. That is what will be, hopefully,
voted up later.

But when the Senator said, ‘‘I ran a
company, and I decided what my em-
ployees were going to get. I made the
decision’’——

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is a very

powerful statement. What that basi-
cally says is that the employees were
denied any choice as to whether or not,
for example, their doctor happened to
be included in that program or not.

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Whether cer-

tain services were offered in that pro-
gram or not.

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct. The
Senator is exactly right. He is describ-
ing the way health care works in this
country.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I might then
just go back for a moment to the thor-
oughly savaged Clinton health care
plan on the floor this evening, which,
as I indicated is now a part of history.
One of the things that the Senator is
now able to do, if he in fact takes the
trouble to do this, under the so-called
Government health insurance program,
which I would submit is hardly Govern-
ment, because, for example, I have a
Blue Cross-Blue Shield card, and the
last I heard Blue Cross-Blue Shield was
a private insurance company——

Mr. BENNETT. I say to the Senator,
the Government——

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I could con-
tinue my point, I say to the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. By all means.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That the Sen-

ator and this Senator and all those who
work for the Federal Government have,
in fact, between 25 and 29 different
plans that they can choose from every
single year. I have watched my daugh-
ter go through this process of spread-
ing out the different programs, sitting
on the floor cross-legged, and just look-
ing at all of these 29 different programs
spread out before her, 29 different op-
tions of health care which she gets to
choose from. With Blue Cross-Blue
Shield, through that arrangement, she
pays them, she can pick her doctor, she
can pick her service. She can reject one
thing from one year to another. But
the choice is hers.
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The point I would like to loudly in-

sert in this debate is that the Senator
in mandating for his employees what
they will have. And, indeed, it occurs
to me that that is a mandate. That is
an entirely different situation from
Federal employees, or those in the alli-
ances that were contemplated in the
Clinton health care plan. Through
their joint purchasing power, they
could have in fact a great variety of
programs that would be spread before
them. In fact, the Federal intervention
that came in was from something
called a Federal Quality Board which
was made up of medical experts who
would certify that any health plans
that were being offered to the public
through alliances or otherwise would
have to be certified as being qualified
and of high quality.

One of the great complaints one
hears across the land today in America
from physicians, hospitals and persons
conversant in health care public policy
is that the word ‘‘quality’’ is rapidly
disappearing from the discussion, if not
the practice of medicine.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
perhaps should end this. I hope it is in-
structive. I am sure the Senator from
West Virginia and I will continue this
at another venue.

We clearly are not communicating
here. He has outlined what I consider
to be a prime example of what I was
talking about. The Government has de-
cided that his daughter’s choices will
be limited to Blue Cross-Blue Shield.
The Government has decided that the
plan I was under before coming to the
Senate will not be available to me now
that I am in the Senate. The Govern-
ment has picked, yes, 29 different
plans, and that is a lot, but that is not
all that is available. I cannot take my
money that is being spent for health
care, deducted from my pay, go out in
the open market and buy something
else with it. I can only use it within
the framework that this commission
that he has described has made avail-
able to me.

Now, I will concede to him, abso-
lutely, the commission he described did
a good job and most employees will
find that in the choices the Govern-
ment offers they will find something
that covers their needs. The point is
that 29 choices is not the universe. If I
want to make choice number 30, my
employer—in this case the Govern-
ment—has decreed that I cannot make
choice number 30 with the money they
are spending on my behalf for health
care.

That is another debate for another
time. We can have it. But I wanted to
introduce it into this circumstance be-
cause I think it addresses the basic
issue and goes back to the amendment
that the Senator has offered.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen-
ator yield for a closing thought?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. There were

many more insurance plans than Blue
Cross-Blue Shield involved at that
time.

I just ask the Senator to contemplate
the difference between the 25 to 29—and
yes, there might be 30 on the one
hand—as compared to the one that the
Senator as president and chairman of
the corporation which he ran picked
out on behalf of his employees.

Mr. BENNETT. This is not the place
to get into these details. I say the plan
I chose had a number of choices within
it so that the employees could make,
frankly, almost as many choices as
Government employees could make.
Ultimately I had to make the decision
as to what the framework would be for
our employees. I made a decision to a
plan that, in my opinion, was better
than the one that is currently avail-
able to me.

My employees, I think, were better
served with that decision that I was
making than the Government employ-
ers and the decision you are talking
about. Those are not appropriate ques-
tions here. We can have this discussion
elsewhere. I think they go to the core
of what has to be addressed when we
talk about fixing the health care sys-
tem in this country.

To summarize, and then I will return
to my duties in the chair, I have al-
ways congratulated President Clinton
on his leadership in addressing Ameri-
ca’s health care problems. I am one Re-
publican who has been critical of my
party’s inability to exercise the proper
leadership here. President Clinton did a
courageous thing in taking this issue
on. I had congratulated him at the
time. I congratulated him all the way
through, even while disagreeing with
him on the details of his plan. I have
congratulated him for his courage in
being willing to face the fact that our
health care system in this country is
broken and badly needs fixing. I just do
not think his solution fixed it. In my
opinion, his solution made it worse.

I feel the same way about Medicare,
that my party has had the courage to
recognize that Medicare, to be handled
as business as usual, is headed for dis-
aster, and it is headed for disaster
quickly. We have taken the political
heat. We have taken the political rhet-
oric. We have been accused of slashing
and burning. However, we have stood
up to facing the problem.

As the Washington Post has said in
its editorials, the Republicans deserve
credit for telling the truth about Medi-
care and the Democrats have slipped
into the posture of ‘‘Mediscare.’’ That,
in fact, does not add and contribute to
the debate.

I thank my friend from West Virginia
for the opportunity to have this ex-
change. I thank the Senator from
Michigan for allowing me to escape the
enforced silence of the chair long
enough to vent my feelings on this
issue, which I am sure will continue to
provide opportunity for lots of dialog
for lots of months and perhaps years to
come.

I yield the floor.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise

to express my strong support for the

Rockefeller amendment on Medicare.
The amendment restores $50 billion to
the Medicare Program. It keeps Medi-
care solvent. It honors our national
commitment to seniors.

Haven’t we been this way before? It’s
the same old story—big cuts in Medi-
care to pay for tax cuts for the
wealthy. Yes, we must balance the
budget and keep Medicare solvent. But
we can do that with the President’s
budget.

I will fight to protect health care for
all seniors. Medicare pays for medical
care for almost 38 million seniors. Over
500,000 of these seniors live in my State
of Maryland. In my travels to senior
centers throughout the State, I hear
the same thing over and over. Seniors
tell me they’re afraid of losing their
Medicare coverage. They fear they
won’t be able to keep their own doc-
tors. They are worried they will be
forced into managed care plans.

Our seniors count on Medicare for
their health care. I want to keep the
CARE in Medicare. This amendment
will do that. It protects seniors from
excessive premium increases and out-
of-pocket costs. It lets seniors keep
their own doctors. It attacks fraud and
abuse. Doctors and hospitals won’t be
able to charge patients above the cost
of Medicare. And seniors will have ac-
cess to care because it prevents the
closing of rural and urban hospitals.

There has been a lot in the news late-
ly about Medicare going bankrupt. I
am concerned about the solvency of the
Medicare trust fund. We owe it to what
I like to call the GI Joe generation and
future generations to keep Medicare
solvent. The GI Joe generation is the
generation that fought for freedom and
democracy for the world during World
War II. They didn’t hesitate to serve.
When the war was over, they came
home, raised their families, and con-
tributed to the greatest prosperity this
Nation has ever known. We would not
be a nation much less a world power
today if it weren’t for the GI Joe gen-
eration. They have worked hard all
their lives and played by the rules.
Now they need Medicare to be there for
them. Promises made must be promises
kept.

We can balance the budget with far
fewer Medicare cuts. At the same time,
we can keep Medicare solvent and pro-
tect seniors from new costs. The Presi-
dent’s budget accomplishes these goals.
Under his plan, the solvency of the
trust fund is extended for 10 years.

Medicare is one of the best health
care systems in the world. Before Medi-
care was enacted 30 years ago, less
than 50 percent of seniors had health
insurance. Now 99 percent do. Let’s not
dismantle this successful program.

I oppose increasing seniors’ out-of-
pocket costs. That’s why I oppose bal-
ance billing. This lets doctors and hos-
pitals charge patients above the cost of
Medicare. It increases seniors out-of-
pocket costs. Ninety-seven percent of
Medicare funds are spent on recipients
with incomes less than $50,000. Seniors
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already spend 21 percent of their in-
come on health care. They can’t afford
to spend more. Let’s not hurt middle-
income Americans. We need to renew
our commitment to help those who
help themselves.

The budget cuts Medicare part A by
$98 billion. This part pays for hospitals
and providers. We can’t overlook the
effect these drastic cuts will have on
hospitals. What will happen to institu-
tions like Johns Hopkins School of
Medicine and the University of Mary-
land Medical School under these cuts?
Cuts this large will put some hospitals
out of business. It will cut down on the
training of new doctors. And in the
end, our seniors will be the ones hurt
the most.

I say to my fellow Senators, do the
right thing today. Don’t balance the
budget on the backs of our seniors.
Preserve the Medicare Program. Let’s
keep our commitment to senior citi-
zens.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senator ROCKE-
FELLER’s amendment to reduce the size
of the Medicare cuts to the level of the
President’s budget and to preserve the
basic health care protections this na-
tion now provides for senior citizens.

Without Medicare, many and perhaps
most of the 38 million Americans who
are Medicare beneficiaries would have
inadequate health care and treat-
ment—or no treatment at all. This
year’s Republican budget would cut
Medicare by $167 billion over 6 years,
$50 billion more than the President’s
budget. This cut would reduce Medi-
care spending growth far below pro-
jected private sector growth rates, re-
sulting in reduced quality and access
to health care for millions of Ameri-
cans.

This year’s Republican Medicare cuts
are all too similar to last year’s Medi-
care cuts. In their fiscal year 1996 budg-
et, the Republicans would have cut
Medicare by $270 billion over a 7 year
period to finance a $245 billion tax cut
primarily for America’s wealthiest peo-
ple. These cuts would have resulted in
a $9.5 billion loss to Massachusetts
alone over the next 7 years. These cuts,
if allocated evenly among all bene-
ficiaries, would have cost each of the
900,000 seniors and disabled people who
depend on Medicare an additional $1,240
a year.

But this year’s Republican cuts in
Medicare are still too large and will
risk turning Medicare into a second-
class system for seniors who cannot af-
ford to opt out of the traditional Medi-
care Program through Medical Savings
accounts. It is also amazing that Re-
publicans still have not disavowed
their intention to increase premiums
to pay for a tax cut. Our Nation’s sen-
ior citizens, with an average annual in-
come of $17,000, spend more than 20 per-
cent of their incomes on health care.
Additional health care expenses would
put an even greater burden on this pop-
ulation.

I believe that Medicare can be re-
formed without totally dismantling the

fundamental security that the system
provides. The President’s budget shows
that premium increases, deep cuts, and
damaging structural changes are not
necessary to balance the budget and
guarantee the solvency of the Medicare
trust fund. By failing to identify and
eliminate corporate subsidies, and ada-
mantly insisting on tax cuts for the
rich, the Republicans are forced to cut
programs for middle-class Americans
far deeper than the President’s plan,
and the Medicare Program is bearing
the brunt of this attack.

Medicare is a part of Social Security,
a contract between the Government
and the people. People pay into the
trust fund during their working years
and then receive good health care in
their retirement years. The Repub-
licans would break this fundamental
contract with the American people.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment offered by Senator ROCKE-
FELLER which I am proud to cosponsor.
We must stop the Republicans from
using the Medicare trust fund as a
slush fund to pay for tax cuts. We must
carefully and responsibly reform Medi-
care for the sake of preserving and
strengthening Medicare and those who
depend on it. The Republican budget
really fails this test once again. In col-
loquial terms, Mr. President, ‘‘They
just don’t get it.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
might I ask a question of the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan? If this
amendment which is about trying to
restore $50 billion to Medicare, is it the
intention of the majority that we will
discuss but not vote or that we will
vote tonight?

Mr. ABRAHAM. It is my understand-
ing, I say to Senator from West Vir-
ginia, we at least will not vote on any-
thing before 8 o’clock. There is an
agreement to not have any votes prior
to that. At whatever point debate on
the amendment of the Senator from
West Virginia ends, if there is no fur-
ther debate, I plan to speak briefly
about it.

I am prepared to offer another
amendment which, I think, would be in
order, which will address Medicare and
probably open up further discussion
about the topic we have been discuss-
ing for the last half hour or so. What-
ever point we decide there is no further
debate on this, I am prepared to bring
another amendment for discussion. I do
not believe there is an agreement on
specifically when we would vote. My
understanding is we would not vote on
anything prior to 8 o’clock.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I say to my
friend that is approximately 22 minutes
from now. Medicare is a pretty impor-
tant subject. There may be people who
want to speak. On the other hand, part
of the deal around here is that if you
want to say something you have to be
here.

Can I assume that maybe by 8:30 or 9
o’clock we could vote?

Mr. ABRAHAM. I say to the Senator,
I do not know of any other people right
now on our side who are prepared to
speak. I have been told several Mem-
bers were coming to the floor earlier,
but I have not seen them. I am not cer-
tain we will not have speakers. I have
a few brief comments to make on the
amendment before us, and I am pre-
pared to bring up another amendment
discussing the topic of Medicare that I
presume we will debate for some period
of time. I have received no further
word from anyone on our side with an
interest in speaking. I do not know
whether on your side there are others
who plan to come down.

It is my understanding there are ap-
proximately 30 minutes left on each
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. ABRAHAM. And I can offer my
amendment when we either exhaust
the time or it has been yielded back.

Mr. President, I will speak to the
amendment for such time as I may
need at this point. I want to make a
couple of points, following up on my
earlier statement. As you know, Mr.
President, I expressed the concern that
we have on our side over the way the
President has attempted to address the
Medicare issue. Specifically, the provi-
sions in his budgets which would trans-
fer the home health care expenditures
from the part A to the part B fund.

The Senator from West Virginia has
indicated that the rationale from a pol-
icy standpoint for doing this is the fact
that some 16 years ago, or just prior to
the year 1980, there was a limit on the
duration of part A’s coverage for home
health care and a prerequisite of a pre-
vious hospitalization was necessary to
trigger that part A coverage.

I only say this. If we are going to use
as a standard for changes in Medicare
the fact that at one time we did it dif-
ferently, there would certainly be plen-
ty of other Medicare-related issues
then that would fall under that policy
justification. For example, last year,
there was a pretty significant debate
here before the Senate over the ques-
tion of the percentage of part B pre-
mium that would be paid by the recipi-
ents, by the people in the Medicare
Program, a debate on whether or not
the percentage would be dropped from
31 to 25 percent. It was argued at that
time that we should not maintain a 31
percent, we should reduce it. That is a
debate that has passed, but the fact is,
there was a time in the program where
the percentage of co-pay of the part B
recipients was much higher than 31
percent.

So I do not think it is at least a rea-
sonable justification to say that, be-
cause 17 years ago, the Medicare Pro-
gram was structured a certain way,
that that alone, or in any sense, is a
justification to return to that ap-
proach. The same, presumably, is true
for a variety of other ratios, formulas,
reimbursements, and so on, whether it
is for direct medical, education, or
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other components. Clearly, they have
changed over the years. It just seems
to me that to say we can move home
health care out of part A because at
one time it was structured differently
does not reach the most important ele-
ment here, which is, by doing this, we
are changing dramatically the expecta-
tions of part A Medicare recipients.

Those people believe that home
health care is, in fact, part of that
trust program. It is, in fact, not sub-
ject to the availability of funds or the
need to either increase taxes or find
other spending cuts to justify pay-
ments for it. And that is why we feel
the President’s budget does not really
meet the challenge for us.

I would like to say a couple of other
things with respect to the specifics of
the amendment before us. According to
the Congressional Budget Office, the
President’s Medicare proposal would
not maintain solvency of the part A
Medicare trust fund for the full 10
years that we want. In fact, the projec-
tion is that it would be insolvent by
the year 2005. Now, I would like to
bring to the attention of the Senate
the fact that, in the President’s budg-
et, the reductions in the growth—I will
give the President the benefit of the
doubt and not call it a cut. By reducing
the growth by $116 billion, the Presi-
dent’s budget maintains solvency not
for 10 years but for 9 years. If, in fact,
the $50 billion that is proposed in this
amendment were used to increase the
rate of growth of the Medicare Pro-
gram, as proposed in our budget, then
the actual total net change under our
budget would only be $108 billion over
the period of time our budget covers,
through 2002. In other words, it would
be less savings than in the President’s
budget. So, in other words, if this
amendment were to pass, Mr. Presi-
dent, then we would be, in fact, not en-
suring the solvency of part A of the
trust fund as long as the President
even does, and we believe on this side
that the President’s proposal to main-
tain solvency through 2005 is not ade-
quate.

So I think it is important for our col-
leagues to understand that, in support-
ing this, they are in fact supporting an
amendment that would bring about the
insolvency even earlier than that
which would be the case under the
President’s budget, and certainly
which would be the case under our
budget.

I also wanted to clear up one other
point, Mr. President. In the tax cut
provisions in the budget we are offer-
ing, the total amount of $122 billion, I
believe, is targeted—it does not, in
fact, even cover fully the $500-per-child
tax credit. So there, in fact, would not
be enough money to fund the other tax
cuts beyond the $500 tax credit in the
budget which we have.

To summarize, we have several facts
that I think need to be revisited. First,
the Medicare trust fund is going broke.
At the current rate of growth in spend-
ing, at the current rate of projection

from the Congressional Budget Office,
it will go broke in 2001. We cannot let
that happen, Mr. President.

Second, I think we want to make
sure that its solvency is not main-
tained for a short duration of time—3,
4, 5, 6 years—but we want it to be sol-
vent for 10 years. The President’s budg-
et would not accomplish that. If this
amendment passes, our budget would
not accomplish that either.

Finally, we on the majority side do
not want to eliminate the home health
care protections under the part A trust
fund. The President’s budget would do
that and, obviously, there is a sharp
difference there.

So, in short, Mr. President, we are
prepared and desire to fix and repair
the trust fund and maintain solvency
for a decade. We think that is the least
we can do to address this problem at
this time. In our judgment, at least,
anything short of that does not meet
the mark, does not provide our seniors
with the protections they need, does
not provide the trust fund with the pro-
tection it needs.

We want to give families a chance to
keep more of what they earn. That is
why we have the money in this budget
for a tax cut. But it is not connected to
the Medicare issue at all. Once again,
to portray it that way is simply inac-
curate. We have the Medicare part A
trust fund headed toward bankruptcy.
For the first time, in 1995, it was actu-
ally spending more than it was taking
in. The time has come to repair it for
a sufficient period of time, and to allow
us to focus on a broader and even
longer term fix, which is clearly need-
ed.

I yield the floor.
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-

NETT). The Senator from Nebraska is
recognized.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in keeping
with what we have done several times
today, I ask unanimous consent at this
time that the Senator from Georgia be
recognized for appropriate remarks on
the tragedy that faced all of us today,
especially the U.S. Navy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
NUNN], is recognized.
f

TRIBUTE TO ADMIRAL BOORDA

Mr. NUNN. I thank my friend from
Nebraska. I join my colleagues in being
both shocked and deeply saddened by
the sudden death of Adm. Mike Boorda,
Chief of Naval Operations. Admiral
Boorda had a truly remarkable career
in the Navy. Many people do not recog-
nize it and do not realize it, but Mike
Boorda rose from the lowest enlisted
rank to become the most senior officer
in the Navy. He never forgot where he
came from. The welfare of the men and
women of the Navy were always fore-
most in his thoughts and in his actions.
He never let us forget that when he tes-
tified before the committee. The men

and women of the Navy were first for
him. He was always looking for addi-
tional ways to help the Navy families
and, particularly, the people who
served in the Navy and those who are
directly affected by that service.

Admiral Boorda was well-known to
Members of the Senate, and to the
Armed Services Committee, for his de-
votion to the Navy and the ideals of
military service. He was always avail-
able and helpful. Never have I asked a
single question when he was not re-
sponsive immediately, if the informa-
tion were available. I had the oppor-
tunity to work closely with Mike
Boorda over the years on a wide vari-
ety of projects and programs, particu-
larly during his service as Chief of
Naval Personnel, as commander of
Joint Task Force Provide Promise,
which was responsible for the mission
throughout the Balkans, and as Chief
of Naval Operations. Many of us have
been briefed by Admiral Boorda when
he was head of that task force in a very
tough period during the Balkans prob-
lems. I visited him overseas when he
was planning the Bosnia operations,
and I relied on his wise counsel many
times.

Mr. President, I could go on and on
about Mike Boorda. I will summarize it
by saying that he was a superb mili-
tary commander and a true friend. Ad-
miral Boorda was an inspiring leader
and a man of vision. I extend my deep-
est sympathies to his wife, Bettie, to
his children, David, Edward, Anna and
Robert, and to his many friends and ad-
mirers in the Navy and throughout this
great country.

I thank the Chair and my colleagues.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we have
had a good debate. I believe that both
the Senator from Michigan and the
Senator from West Virginia are pre-
pared to yield back the remainder of
the time, and that would allow us to
continue to go back to the Republican
side for the next amendment. I believe
that amendment will be offered by the
Senator from Michigan.

As I understand it, it is on the same
subject that we have discussed quite
thoroughly. Maybe we can cut back on
the use of some of this time. I would
simply like to emphasize that while it
may generally not be understood in the
Senate, it is not a disgrace to not use
the whole hour on each side on all of
these amendments. It is perfectly ac-
ceptable and it is certainly respectable
to yield back time so that we can move
ahead on amendments.

Depending on what happens, as you
know, we temporarily set aside, in
agreement with the chairman of the
committee, so that we could move
ahead. We are not going to have any
votes before 8 o’clock. I would simply
suggest that if the two managers of the
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measure before us are ready to yield
back this time and set the amendment
offered by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia up for a vote when agreed to by
the managers of the bill, then we could
move to the amendment of the Senator
from Michigan and start debating that.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator yield back time?
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, the

majority is prepared to yield the re-
mainder of its time on the amendment
of the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
want to say one sentence and then
yield the remainder of my time.

The Senate GOP resolution and the
Clinton budget both achieve the same
short-term solvency. Dr. June O’Neill
has certified that the Hospital trust
fund will be solvent until the year 2005
under the President’s plan.

I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, now that

all time has been yielded, I ask unani-
mous consent to lay aside temporarily
the ROCKEFELLER amendment and pro-
ceed with the next amendment that I
understand under the agreement would
be the one to be offered by the Senator
from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3980

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, at
this time I would like to offer an
amendment for myself and Senator DO-
MENICI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Michigan (Mr. ABRA-

HAM), for himself and Mr. DOMENICI, proposes
an amendment numbered 3980.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the Appropriate Place in the Bill insert

the following:
SEC. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

CHANGES IN THE MEDICARE PRO-
GRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that, in
achieving the spending levels specified in
this resolution—

(1) the public Trustees of medicare have
concluded that ‘‘the medicare program is
clearly unsustainable in its present form’’;

(2) the President has said his goal is to
keep the medicare hospital insurance trust
fund solvent for more than a decade, but his
budget transfers $55 billion of home health
spending from medicare part A to medicare
part B;

(3) the transfer of home health spending
threatens the delivery of home health serv-
ices to 3.5 million Medicare beneficiaries;

(4) such a transfer increases the burden on
general revenues, including income taxes
paid by working Americans, by $55 billion;

(5) such a transfer artificially inflates the
solvency of the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund, misleading the Congress, medi-
care beneficiaries, and working taxpayers;

(6) the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office has certified that, without such a

transfer, the President’s budget extends the
solvency of the hospital insurance trust fund
for only one additional year; and

(7) without misleading transfers, the Presi-
dent’s budget therefore fails to achieve his
own stated goal for the medicare hospital in-
surance trust fund.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that, in achieving the spend-
ing levels specified in this resolution, the
Congress assumes that the Congress would—

(1) keep the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund solvent for more than a decade, as
recommended by the President; and

(2) accept the President’s proposed level of
medicare part B savings of $44.1 billion over
the period 1997 through 2002; but would

(3) reject the President’s proposal to trans-
fer home health spending from one part of
medicare to another, which threatens the de-
livery of home health care services to 3.5
million Medicare beneficiaries, artificially
inflates the solvency of the medicare hos-
pital insurance trust fund, and increases the
burden on general revenues, including in-
come taxes paid by working Americans, by
$55 billion.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, the
amendment that I have sent to the
desk is a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment regarding changes in the Medi-
care Program. It is certainly in keep-
ing with the sentiments which have
been expressed by both the Senator
from Michigan as well as the current
Presiding Officer when he was here on
the floor a few minutes ago.

Just to go through the salient points
of the amendment, the amendment, in
achieving the spending levels specified
in this resolution, says that the public
trustees of Medicare have concluded
that the Medicare Program is cur-
rently unsustainable in its present
form;

Two, the President said that it is his
goal to keep the Medicare hospital
trust fund solvent for more than a dec-
ade, but his budget transfers $55 billion
of home health care spending from part
A to part B Medicare;

Three, that the transfer of home
health spending threatens the delivery
of home health care services to some
3.5 million Medicare beneficiaries;

Four, that such a transfer increases
the burden on general revenues and in-
come taxes paid by working Americans
by $55 billion;

Five, that such a transfer artificially
inflates the solvency of the Medicare
hospital insurance trust fund, mislead-
ing the Congress, Medicare bene-
ficiaries, and working taxpayers;

Six, that the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office has certified that
without such a transfer, the Presi-
dent’s budget extends the solvency of
the hospital insurance trust fund for
only 1 additional year;

And, seven, that without transfers,
the President’s budget, therefore, fails
to achieve his own stated goal for the
Medicare hospital insurance trust fund.

Therefore, it is our amendment’s
sense of the Congress that in achieving
the spending levels specified in this
resolution, the Congress assumes that
the Congress would keep the Medicare
hospital trust fund solvent for more
than a decade as recommended by the

President and accept the President’s
proposed level of Medicare part B sav-
ings of $44.1 billion over the period 1997
through 2002 but would reject the
President’s proposal to transfer home
health spending from one part of Medi-
care to the another, a transfer which
would threaten the delivery of home
health care services to 3.5 million Med-
icare beneficiaries.

Mr. President, this sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment incorporates much of
what I have been talking about here to-
night and much of what we discussed
during our deliberations in the Budget
Committee. It is our goal on the major-
ity side to try to achieve the two objec-
tives that have been set forth by the
President, at least his stated objec-
tives: One, to make sure with the part
A transfer of funds that Medicare re-
mains solvent for a decade; and, two,
achieve savings of approximately $44
billion in the part B portion of Medi-
care.

We just do not think that is the way
to do this or that it is an appropriate
way to accomplish this objective by
transferring vital services that have
been covered by the trust fund into the
part B portion of Medicare, the area
that is not covered by the trust fund.
We believe it is essential that the Con-
gress be on record clearly as stating
that.

So, for those reasons, we offer this
sense-of-the-Congress amendment here
tonight. We hope that our colleagues
will support it. We feel, as I have been
talking for the last hour, and others,
the Presiding Officer as well, that we
are headed, with respect to the part A
trust fund, in a direction of insolvency
far sooner than anticipated, that, in
fact, with the trust fund now operating
at a deficit for the first time in his-
tory, we are waiting for the new projec-
tions, but the day of reckoning is much
closer at hand.

We do not think it is appropriate to
stand by while the trust fund moves
quickly toward insolvency. We recog-
nize the need to act now, and act deci-
sively. It is not inappropriate to act de-
cisively by restraining the growth in
the ways we are recommending. We are
doing what is necessary to protect the
fund from going bankrupt and making
sure that protection extends for a dec-
ade.

Similarly, we accept the President’s
proposal to try to reduce the part B ex-
penses in the growth of Medicare by $44
billion under this budget. We think
that is the most appropriate way to ad-
dress the Medicare problems at this
time. We would strongly urge our col-
leagues to reject the previous amend-
ment at the proper time, when we come
to vote, and to instead support our
sense-of-the-Congress resolution which
embodies much of what is in our budg-
et as presented to the Senate here this
evening.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,

in responding, first of all, I say to my
friend from Michigan, this is a resolu-
tion of the Congress as opposed to hard
law. This is, I think, something by
which the Senator is trying to express
his views.

Just a few moments ago I went
through the policy aspects of why this
had all happened. As the Senator from
Michigan indicated, before 1980 it was
divided between part A and part B, and
then I described the conditions at that
time. I described what the Congress did
after that to improve Medicare’s home
health care benefit—remove the 100-
day limit and the 3-day hospitalization
requirement, and, as a result, financing
of all home health care services were
shipped into part A. Then I said, even
though part A was never intended to
pay for long-term home health care
benefits, and then I went on to say that
the President’s proposal restores the fi-
nancing of the home health care bene-
fit back to the Congress’ original in-
tent.

So much for the policy. I think,
frankly, that it is all right to talk
about the politics of this issue.

Mr. President, we did not hear any-
thing about this issue last year. I guess
that is because back then the Repub-
licans were proposing it. In fact, every
single House Republican who voted for
last year’s Republican budget voted in
favor of a very similar transfer of fund-
ing for home health care. I am talking
about the politics because I am trying
to question the underlying meaning of
this resolution.

So the Republicans now say that the
home health care financing shift is a
shell game. But they have played the
game themselves. I have been talking
about the House. The Senate Repub-
licans also voted in favor of shifting
money between part B and part A to
improve the solvency of the hospital
trust fund.

In fact, during markup in the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator NICKLES of-
fered an amendment which the Repub-
licans adopted that deposited part B
money into part A trust funds to im-
prove the solvency of the part A trust
fund. The only policy behind Senator
NICKLES’ proposal was to provide polit-
ical cover, if I may say so, in that they
were trying to hide that they were
using Medicare money to pay for tax
cuts for the wealthy, but the public, as
I indicated, saw through that aspect of
it.

Mr. President, last year, the Repub-
licans said that they wanted the Presi-
dent to submit a budget that was cer-
tified by the CBO as being in balance
after 7 years. The President has done
that. In addition, Dr. June O’Neill, as I
said a moment ago, has certified that
the President’s plan extends solvency
of the trust fund to the year 2005. So
there is no difference. It achieves the
same level of solvency but without the
drastic hospital cuts that the Repub-
licans are proposing.

I believe the President’s policy has
merit. So did the Republicans last

year. I urge my colleagues to vote
against this resolution.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GRAMS). Who yields time?
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-

self such time as may be necessary. I
wish to make a few comments about
the situation here at hand.

I want to take people to Nebraska,
which is a very typical State in the
Midwest part of our great country. It is
very typical from the standpoint of
being a substantial rural State with
lots of rural, small communities and is
also typical of the Great Plains States
and some of the other States of the
Union.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
amendment of my colleague from West
Virginia. I am a cosponsor of that
amendment. The Medicare reductions
in this budget are too large and are not
required to balance the budget and ex-
tend the life of the Medicare hospital
insurance trust fund through at least
the year 2005. I am particularly con-
cerned about the deep and dispropor-
tionate cuts that will be borne by hos-
pitals, particularly rural hospitals. The
Senate Budget Committee said its $170
billion in reductions and spending
growth would include a $123 billion re-
duction in Medicare part A. This will
threaten the quality and the financial
viability of hospitals, particularly the
rural and inner-city hospitals. Previous
Republican budgets slowed the rate of
growth in hospital payments, but
under this year’s plan the Congress
may need to adopt policies that would
actually reduce payments, not simply
reduce the rate of increase in these
payments. Under any definition, that
represents a true cut in spending. So
we will not have to get into all that ar-
gument that we continually get into
about what is a cut.

What I am talking about is it appears
to me from some of the other informa-
tion that I will furnish the Senate dur-
ing these remarks that what we are
threatened with is a real cut. That
means less dollars, less dollars and
cents than last year, and by any defini-
tion that is a cut.

I recently received a letter from Har-
lan Heald that I will read. Harlan
Heald is an acquaintance of many,
many years way back to the time when
I was Governor of Nebraska, and if
there is a Mr. Rural Hospital in Ne-
braska, it is Mr. Heald. Mr. Heald is
President of the Nebraska Association
of Hospital and Health Systems. They
are not a political organization. They
are an organization that devotes time,
talent and effort to represent the peo-
ple who provide hospital services in
rural Nebraska primarily.

According to Mr. Heald’s analysis, a
reduction of $50 billion would have a
devastating impact on Nebraska hos-
pitals. Mr. Heald writes, and I quote:

Sixty-five rural hospitals would lose $69.1
million over 7 years and 12 large rural hos-

pitals would lose $100 million. Thirty out of
Nebraska’s 65 small rural hospitals would
lose money in providing care.

Mr. President, I will ask unanimous
consent that the full text of Mr.
Heald’s letter be placed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks, after
I read that letter, because there are so
many interesting factual and true
statements in it, not from a political
standpoint but from what the Repub-
lican effort and the Republican bill will
do to rural Nebraska. If it is going to
do something to rural Nebraska, it is
going to do it to rural North Dakota
and rural South Dakota and rural Kan-
sas, and rural Oklahoma, and every
rural State in the United States of
America.

These are the consequences of the $50
billion reduction over 7 years. What
would be the impact then of a $123 bil-
lion reduction over 6 years that we are
now faced with? A loss of this mag-
nitude in a State where Medicare pa-
tients account for 60 to 70 percent of
hospital admissions clearly threatens
the health care system on which all of
us depend. Several hospitals in my
State are teetering on the brink of in-
solvency while we are here talking
about the bankruptcy of Medicare.

This latest Republican proposal will
very likely drive them over the edge.

Mr. President, I wish to read from
the letter that I have just referenced.
This letter is dated May 14, 1996, ad-
dressed to me.

DEAR SENATOR EXON: I have reviewed a
summary of the current fiscal year 1997
House and Senate Budget Committee pro-
posal with respect to the Medicare Program.
On behalf of the 94 acute care hospitals in
Nebraska, I wish to call your attention to a
very serious potential problem.

While it appears that the overall Medicare
budget reductions of $158 billion are roughly
the same as those in the last Republican pro-
posal in January, the budget committees
have significantly altered the allocation of
reductions within the program, reducing
part A spending by $123 billion versus the
$77.5 billion proposed in January.

We have been told on numerous occasions
that the reductions are not cuts—

This is not in the letter. I just want
to add here, how many times have we
heard that here? Back to the letter.
but are reductions in the rate of spending
over a 6-year period. The current budget res-
olution includes lower budget reductions in
part B of Medicare, while the reductions in
part A have been significantly increased
since the January proposal. The larger Medi-
care Part A reductions in the current pro-
posal means hospitals will experience actual
reductions in payments—not merely a reduc-
tion in the rate of payment increase.

We are talking about real cuts here.
I am away from the letter. We are talk-
ing about real cuts here, when every
time we talk about cuts, people stand
up and say, Oh, only in Washington,
DC, is an increase a cut. I have always
said we must legislate to real needs,
what the costs are going to be.

Another editorial comment before I
go on with reading this letter from an
expert on the subject in Nebraska, and
that, Mr. President, is simply this: I
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am convinced that the reductions in
the amount for real needs that the Re-
publicans have been espousing are
below the projected costs and rises in
health care over the next 6 years.

Putting that another way, what I am
saying is that the Republicans have
been saying, ‘‘Oh, well, this is not a
cut, this is just a slowing down of the
growth.’’ Time and time again that has
been used on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate. Mr. Heald brings us back to reality
by saying what I indicated when I first
started talking on this subject, that
these cuts are not simply a reduction
in the growth. They are cuts, dollars
and cents, below what hospitals have
received before. Back to the letter:

Although I have not received enough detail
to permit me to make an analysis of the im-
pact of the proposed reduction in Medicaid
Part A spending, I do have information from
an earlier proposal last fall that looked at
Part A reductions of about $50 billion out of
the total reductions over a seven-year pe-
riod. Although it is a ‘‘crude’’ approxima-
tion, the impact on Nebraska hospitals looks
like this:

Sixty-five small rural hospitals would lose
an aggregate of $69.1 million during the
seven-year period of 1996 to 2002. Twelve
large rural hospitals would lose a total of
$100.4 million, and 11 metropolitan (Lincoln
and Omaha) hospitals would lose $337.4 mil-
lion, during the seven-year period. Note—In
1994, 30 hospitals out of Nebraska’s 65 small
rural hospitals lost money providing care.

Let me repeat that:
In 1994, 30 hospitals out of Nebraska’s 65

small rural hospitals lost money providing
care.

Again, this is based on a Part A reduction
of about $50 billion over a 7-year period. I
hate to think what these numbers might re-
semble under the current proposal with Med-
icare Part A targeted for a $123 billion hit.

Reimbursement reductions of this mag-
nitude in a state with a disproportionate
share of the elderly population, a state in
which Medicare patients account for 60 to 70
percent of hospital admissions, clearly
threatens the health care system upon which
all of us depend.

Medicare needs to be fixed. There is an op-
portunity for Congress to change Medicare,
but the change must be driven by sound
health care policy, not budgetary or political
imperatives. The proposed Medicare reduc-
tions would crush Nebraska hospitals.

As always, Nebraska hospitals look to your
leadership.

Mr. President, I also would like to
read a letter from the following groups:
The American Association of Eye and
Ear Hospitals, the American Hospital
Association, the American Osteopathic
Healthcare Association, the Associa-
tion of American Medical Colleges,
Catholic Health Association, Federa-
tion of American Health Systems,
InterHealth, National Association of
Children’s Hospitals, National Associa-
tion of Public Hospitals and Health
Systems, and Premier. This letter is
dated May 10, and it is addressed by
those organizations I just read, to the
Honorable WILLIAM ROTH, chairman,
Committee on Finance.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: The undersigned or-
ganizations representing hospitals and
health care systems have reviewed the Fiscal
Year 1997 House and Senate Budget Commit-

tee proposal, particularly with respect to
Medicare and Medicaid programs.

While it appears that the overall Medicare
budget reductions of $167 billion are roughly
the same as those in the Republican offer in
January, the Budget Committees have sig-
nificantly changed the allocation of reduc-
tions within the program.

The letter goes on and essentially
makes the same exact points made by
the letter that I read, by Harlan Heald.

So the professionals know what is
going on. We know what is going on
here. I must continue to make the
point that Nebraska is not unique in
this. But if you have a hospital, be-
cause of the aging population in rural
areas of America in toto, where 60 to 70
percent, and some places higher, have
their beds dedicated to people who are
eligible and receive Medicare, and for
many of them that is the only health
care system available to them, and you
compare that with a hospital, for ex-
ample in Lincoln or Omaha or other
more metropolitan areas that have
their patients coming in only about 20
to 25 percent seniors, you quickly un-
derstand that what we are doing here is
socking it right between the eyes of
the rural hospitals in the United States
of America.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent both of the letters I have ref-
erenced be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NEBRASKA ASSOCIATION OF
HOSPITALS AND HEALTH SYSTEMS,

May 14, 1996.
Hon. J. JAMES EXON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR EXON: I have reviewed a
summary of the current Fiscal Year 1997 (FY
’97) House and Senate Budget Committee
proposal with respect to the Medicare pro-
gram. On behalf of the 94 acute care hos-
pitals in Nebraska, I wish to call your atten-
tion to a serious potential problem.

While it appears that the overall Medicare
budget reductions of $158 billion are roughly
the same as those in the last Republican pro-
posal in January, the Budget Committees
have significantly altered the allocation of
reductions within the program, reducing
Medicare Part A spending by $123 billion vs.
$77.5 billion proposed in January.

We have been told on numerous occasions
that the reductions are not cuts, but are re-
ductions in the rate of spending over the six-
year period. The current budget resolution
includes lower budget reductions in Part B of
Medicare, while the reductions in Part A
have been significantly increased since the
January proposal. The larger Medicare Part
A reductions in the current proposal mean
hospitals will experience actual reductions
in payments—not merely a reduction in the
rate of payment increase.

Although I have not received enough detail
to permit me to make an analysis of the im-
pact of the proposed reduction in Medicare
Part A spending, I do have information from
an earlier proposal last fall that looked at
Part A reductions of about $50 billion out of
total reductions over a seven-year period. Al-
though it is a ‘‘crude’’ approximation, the
impact on Nebraska hospitals looked like
this:

‘‘Sixty-five small rural hospitals would
lose an aggregate of $69.1 million during the

seven-year period of 1996 to 2002. Twelve
large rural hospitals would lose a total of
$100.4 million, and 11 metropolitan (Lincoln
and Omaha) hospitals would lose $337.4 mil-
lion during the seven-year period. Note—In
1994, 30 hospitals out of Nebraska’s 65 small
rural hospitals lost money providing care.’’

Again, this is based upon a Part A reduc-
tion of about $50 billion over a seven-year pe-
riod. I hate to think what these numbers
might resemble under the current proposal
with Medicare Part A targeted for a $123 bil-
lion hit.

Reimbursement reductions of this mag-
nitude in a state with a disproportionate
share of the elderly population, a state in
which Medicare patients account for 60 to 70
percent of hospital admissions, clearly
threatens the health care system upon which
all of us depend.

Medicare needs to be fixed. There is an op-
portunity for Congress to change Medicare,
but the change must be driven by sound
health care policy, not budgetary or political
imperatives. The proposed Medicare reduc-
tions would crush Nebraska hospitals.

As always, Nebraska’s hospitals look to
your leadership.

Sincerely,
HARLAN M. HEALD,

President.

MAY 10, 1996.
Hon. WILLIAM ROTH, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: The undersigned or-
ganizations representing hospitals and
health systems have reviewed the Fiscal
Year 1997 (FY 97) House and Senate Budget
Committee proposal, particularly with re-
spect to the Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams.

While it appears that the overall Medicare
budget reductions of $167 billion are roughly
the same as those in the last Republican
offer in January, the Budget Committees
have significantly changed the allocation of
reductions within the program. While it is
difficult to assess the overall impact of the
budget resolution in the absence of greater
detail, now larger Medicare Part A reduc-
tions mean hospitals are likely to experience
actual reductions in payment rates under
the committees’ proposal.

The budget resolution now includes lower
budget reductions in Part B of Medicare,
while the reductions in Part A have in-
creased by approximately $25 billion since
the January offer. While the FY 97 budget
resolution offers a milder overall approach
to deficit reduction compared to last year’s
resolution, its impact on hospitals appears
worse. To achieve reductions of this mag-
nitude, Congress may need to adopt policies
resulting in payment rates per beneficiary
that would be frozen or actually reduced.

We also have serious concerns about the
Budget Committees’ Medicaid reductions.
We would like to take this opportunity to re-
iterate our support for maintaining the enti-
tlement nature of the Medicaid program to
ensure that those who have coverage today
will continue to have coverage tomorrow.
Furthermore, we support maintaining cur-
rent law provider assessment restrictions
and Boren amendment payment safeguards.
While the overall reductions are somewhat
lower than the January offer, if combined
with corresponding state reductions through
lower state matching requirements or new
provider assessments, these reductions could
be quite significant for providers.

Hospitals and health systems support the
need to adopt a reasonable deficit reduction
package, and believe that changes in Medi-
care are needed to keep the Part A trust
fund solvent. Many of us have supported var-
ious proposals that achieve a balanced budg-
et with reductions in Medicare and Medicaid.
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However, we are gravely concerned about the
level of reductions proposed by the Budget
Committees in these programs.

We strongly urge you to reconsider both
the overall level of Medicare and Medicaid
reductions included in the budget resolution
and, in your capacity as chairman of the au-
thorizing committee, adjust the allocation
between Parts A and B proposed by the
Budget Committees.

American Association of Eye and Ear
Hospitals, American Hospital Associa-
tion, American Osteopathic Healthcare
Association, Association of American
Medical Colleges, Catholic Health As-
sociation, Federation of American
Health Systems, InterHealth, National
Association of Children’s Hospitals,
National Association of Public Hos-
pitals and Health Systems, Premier.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I under-
stand at this time we are trying to
reach a unanimous consent agreement
to have a vote at 8:30. Is that the Sen-
ator’s understanding?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Yes.
Mr. EXON. Go ahead.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that a vote occur
on or in relation to the Rockefeller
amendment, to be followed by a vote
on or in relation to the Abraham
amendment, beginning at 8:30 p.m. this
evening, with the first vote being the
standard 15-minute vote, the following
vote being limited to 10 minutes in
length.

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to
object, I do not want to object because
the Senator knows I have been waiting
for quite a while. I would like to ask if
we could have debate on the Boxer
Medicaid amendment immediately fol-
lowing the vote, so we can get that
done. There are Senators who wish to
speak to it. I will be glad to agree to a
reasonable time agreement.

But it is very important to this Sen-
ator because this is the time I can de-
bate. I want to make sure I can get it
done tonight.

Mr. EXON. Let me respond to the
Senator from my perspective, and I
cannot speak for the majority. We are
now considering the Abraham amend-
ment. We will vote on that. If this
unanimous consent request is agreed
to—and if I agree to it, I must say—im-
mediately following that, we would be
up for consideration of an amendment
from the Democratic side. I have indi-
cated to my friend from California that
she would be first up with her amend-
ment.

So I will simply say, after the vote,
you would, as far as I am concerned, be
recognized to offer your amendment. If
it is possible—obviously it is not be-
tween now and the scheduled vote at
8:30—I would certainly recommend to
Chairman DOMENICI that we proceed
with the order which would allow you
to follow the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I am sure that then
there would be a Democratic amend-
ment; is that part of the agreement,
immediately following the vote on the
Abraham amendment?

Mr. ABRAHAM. We have not agreed
to that at this point. Let me just state

for the benefit of all our colleagues, it
is also my understanding there is an
interest on both sides to proceed at
some point to a vote on the President’s
budget tonight. I think, as I under-
stand, the Senator from California
would like to have debate on her
amendment tonight, not necessarily a
final vote tonight.

So I think we can work out some-
thing else: A vote on the President’s
budget can take place in a way that
would allow those Members who have
other obligations to fulfill them this
evening and still accommodate your
desire to have the debate, for the next
amendment to be yours. But I do not
think we have worked those two parts
out. I think on your side there is an in-
terest in making both of those things
happen. I guess we just have not pro-
ceeded to the point of having that
agreement worked out. This is as far as
we were able to, basically, negotiate.

Mrs. BOXER. If my friend will yield,
I am reassured by the conversation of
the two managers. I feel comfortable
that sometime this evening—and I am
willing to stay here as late as nec-
essary—I will have an opportunity to
do that. With that verbal assurance, I
withdraw my objection.

Mr. EXON. I say to my friend from
California, there has been one or two
attempts previously to include what
would follow in a unanimous consent
agreement. We have shied away from
that and not made that kind of com-
mitment at all. I suspect we will not be
able to at this time.

I simply say that I think there is
every likelihood that we may, if we can
break the logjam, get a vote on the
President’s budget that this Senator
has been trying to accomplish since 11
o’clock this morning. That may happen
before the debate on your amendment,
but I think there is every likelihood
that you will have an opportunity to
offer your amendment and engage in a
debate, whether that is at 10 o’clock or
1 a.m. tomorrow morning, sometime in
that general timeframe.

Mrs. BOXER. I am gratefully reas-
sured. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr.
President. I would like to get an indi-
cation of how much time has been used
on each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has used about 391⁄2
minutes. That is how much time is re-
maining in the debate.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Approximately 20
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has
used approximately 20 minutes, and the
Senator from Michigan has used ap-
proximately 10 minutes.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I am wondering in
light of that—we have Senator FRIST
who has been hoping to have a chance
to speak to this. There are only about
5 minutes left. Can we agree to let him
finish the debate to the point that the

vote has been agreed to? With that, I
yield to the Senator from Tennessee
until the vote is at hand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized for
approximately 6 minutes.

Mr. FRIST. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
sense-of-the-Congress amendment of
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan. Just to bring it back, because we
have been traveling a great deal over
the last hour, that particular amend-
ment says that the Congress assumes
that Congress would keep the Medicare
hospital insurance trust fund solvent
for more than a decade, as rec-
ommended by the President; No. 2, ac-
cepts the President’s proposed level of
Medicare part B savings; and No. 3 and
most important, what I would like to
speak to is reject the President’s pro-
posal to transfer home health spending
from one part of Medicare to another
which threatens the delivery of home
health care services to 3.5 million Med-
icare beneficiaries.

Mr. President, it was exactly 13, al-
most 14, months ago that we all re-
ceived the status of the Social Security
and Medicare Programs which was
compiled and written by six trustees,
three of whom were from President
Clinton’s Cabinet. In that, they use
very simple words. And, again, this is
14 months ago. We are waiting for the
April edition—it is a month, a month
and a half late now—of this so-called
Medicare trustees’ report.

The very first page says:
The Federal Hospital Insurance Trust

Fund, which pays inpatient hospital ex-
penses—

Which I should add is part A—
will be able to pay benefits for only about 7
years and is severely out of financial balance
in the long range.

Mr. President, it continues to say
that:

The trustees believe prompt, effective and
decisive action is necessary.

Last year, we took that action. We
passed in this body a proposal that
would save and preserve Medicare. It
was sent to the President of the United
States and it was vetoed.

The Medicare trustees’ report basi-
cally said this. This is 1995 and the
year 2000. This is bankruptcy on this
line. This is the Medicare part A trust
fund. Last year, the report said we
would be going bankrupt in 7 years, the
blue line.

What we have found happen over the
last 14 months is that things are much
worse than we had even anticipated at
the time. Without doing anything over
the last year and a half, in large part
because of scare tactics put on tele-
vision to scare our senior citizens away
from change which will preserve this
program, we now find that Medicare is
going to be going bankrupt almost a
year and a half earlier unless we act. It
is 1996. We have about 5 years before
Medicare goes bankrupt.

That is part A. Medicare part A is
hospitals, part B physicians. Part A is
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going bankrupt much quicker than we
ever anticipated. The President’s an-
swer to that is,

Let’s take the fastest growing part, the
home health care out of part A and transfer
it elsewhere and then we can say part A is
solvent long term and we’ll feel good about
that.

That is more gimmickry. That is
more smoke and mirrors. It is really
deceptive to the American people. We
need to make part A truly solvent. To
make it truly solvent, we need to ad-
dress the real problem. This is the
amount of deficit spending. We began
deficit spending last year. The trustee
report said it would be next year. It ac-
tually began last year.

A report from the monthly Treasury
statement, the highlight of fiscal year
1996 through March 31, tells that for
the first 6 months of this year, we are
running a $4 billion deficit. We are on
our way to bankruptcy.

Mr. President, the problem that we
have today in this transfer of home
health care is this: If we transfer this
$55 billion of assets out of the part A
trust fund and put it elsewhere, yes, we
can say part A is solvent for 10 years,
but the overall Medicare Program is
not, and unless the overall Medicare
Program is solvent, we cannot deliver
care to those 37 million Americans out
there. More smoke and mirrors. Let us
say we do not transfer that $55 billion
of home health care out, then what
happens to the solvency of the trust
fund? You can see that it is going to go
bankrupt between the year 2000 and the
year 2001. Therefore, we must act and
we must act decisively.

How do we respond? In the balanced
budget resolution proposal which is be-
fore us, we can see that we have sol-
vency out to the year 2006. This is 1996,
2006, this line is solvency. Current law,
if we do nothing, we are bankrupt in
the year 2001.

Under the President’s proposal, we
extend that 1 year—only 1 year. That
will scare seniors once they know that.
We need to look at that balanced budg-
et proposal, look what we do by open-
ing it up, allowing some competition,
slowing the growth from 10 percent
down to 6 percent, and that is not a
cut. We are slowing the growth from 10
to 6.1 percent. We are going to increase
spending from $4,800 in 1995 to $7,000 a
year in the year 2002. That is not a cut.

Mr. President, by supporting this
sense-of-the-Senate amendment, we do

reject the President’s proposal to
transfer home health spending. Why?
Because it is more gimmickry, it does
not assure long-term solvency of the
Medicare trust funds. I urge all my col-
leagues to vote to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3979

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the earlier unanimous
consent agreement, at this time I move
to table the Rockefeller amendment,
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question now occurs on the motion to
lay on the table the Rockefeller
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] is
necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 117 Leg.]

YEAS—55

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen

Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams

Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kempthorne
Kerrey

Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles

Nunn
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe

Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—43

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon

Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Pell
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Kassebaum Pryor

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 3979) was agreed to.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the
vote to table the Rockefeller amend-
ment, I supported the budget resolu-
tion, which is moderate and maintains
the solvency of Medicare.

Contrary to the argument that there
are Medicare cuts, the fact is that Med-
icare expenditures increase by an aver-
age of 6.1 percent annually with the
following total expenditures each year:
1996, $196 billion; 1997, $209 billion; 1998,
$224 billion; 1999, $236 billion; 2000, $249
billion; 2001, $263 billion; 2002, $279 bil-
lion.

On the 1996 budget resolution, I voted
to increase Medicare expenditures
when the rate of increase was reduced
by $268 billion and there was a tax cut
of $245 billion. In this budget resolu-
tion, the tax cut is limited to $122 bil-
lion to cover a child tax credit.

I ask unanimous consent that the
table on the ‘‘Chairman’s Mark Budget
Aggregates’’ be printed in the RECORD
together with the ‘‘Medicare Fact
Sheet.’’

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CHAIRMAN’S MARK BUDGET AGGREGATES
[Dollars in billions]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 6-year
total

Discretionary:
Defense ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... 265 265 263 266 269 268 268 1599
Nondefense ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... 271 271 264 260 256 250 249 1551

Subtotal discretionary ............................................................................................................................................................................ 536 536 527 526 526 518 516 3150

Mandatory:
Social Security ................................................................................................................................................................................................ 348 365 383 402 422 444 467 2484
Medicare .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 196 209 224 236 249 263 279 1459
Medicaid .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 96 105 111 117 126 133 139 731
Welfare programs ............................................................................................................................................................................................ 85 89 89 102 100 98 106 583
EITC (outlays) .................................................................................................................................................................................................. 16 18 18 19 20 20 21 116
Other mandatory ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 57 62 82 71 83 84 82 464

Net interest .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 240 242 244 243 240 238 236 1444

Total outlays ............................................................................................................................................................................................... 1575 1626 1678 1717 1764 1798 1846 10430
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CHAIRMAN’S MARK BUDGET AGGREGATES—Continued

[Dollars in billions]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 6-year
total

Revenues .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1431 1471 1532 1600 1675 1755 1846 9879
Resulting deficit/surplus ......................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥147 ¥155 ¥146 ¥117 ¥89 ¥43 0 ................

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. All totals shown on a unified budget basis.
Prepared by SBC Majority Staff, 08–May–96

MEDICARE FACT SHEET

THE COMMITTEE-PASSED RESOLUTION

Total medicare spending, 1997–2002: $1.459
trillion.

This is $60 billion more government spend-
ing than was in the BBA, and $103 billion
more than in last year’s budget resolution.

Total savings, relative to new CBO base-
line: $158 billion.

Part A: Meets the President’s test of keep-
ing the part A trust fund solvent for a decade
without gimmicks, which requires $123 bil-
lion of savings (CBO).

Part B: Assumes part B savings equal to
the President’s part B savings ($44 billion).

Graduate Medical Education: Assumes $10
billion of spending.

Total spending growth from 1996 to 2002: 43
percent.

Average growth rate from 1996 to 2002:
6.1%, or more than two times inflation dif-
ference between Committee-passed and the
President’s plan: 58 per beneficiary per day
per capita spending—1995: $4,800, 1996: $5,300,
2002: $7,000.

Keeps the Hospital Insurance Trust fund
solvent through 2006, without gimmicks,
meeting the President’s stated goal.

Makes no assumption about the part B pre-
mium, but is consistent with a plan that
matches the President’s premium proposal.

THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN

Total medicare spending, 1997–2002: $1.526
trillion.

Total savings, as scored by CBO: $116.1 bil-
lion.

Total savings claimed by the President:
$124 billion.

Average growth rate from 1996 to 2002:
7.2%.

Total growth from 1996 to 2002: 52%.
HI Trust Fund goes bankrupt in 2002, buy-

ing only one additional year of solvency.
Transfer $55 billion of home health spend-

ing from part A to part B, artificially inflat-
ing the life of the HI trust fund. Even with
this gimmick, the HI trust fund goes bank-
rupt in 2005, and the President fails to meet
his stated goal of solvency for a decade.

BASIC FACTS

Number of beneficiaries, 1996: 37.5 million.
1995 total medicare spending: $180 billion.
1996 medicare spending: $199 billion in-

crease in spending, net of premiums, from
1995 to 1996: +$19.2 billion (+12%).

This increase in spending from 1995 to 1996
is more than is spent in 1996 on: elementary,
secondary, and vocational education ($15.5
billion); all justice / crime / law enforcement
spending ($17.5 billion); all spending for
science, space, and technology ($16.5 billion);
and comparable to all spending for natural
resources and the environment ($21.5 billion).

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the next vote is going to be on
the Abraham-Domenici amendment.
Have the yeas and nays been ordered
on that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas

and nays on that amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the third vote
in this voting sequence be on or in rela-
tion to the Exon amendment No. 3965,
the so-called President’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. So that will follow
the Abraham-Domenici. I think that
will be the last vote tonight.

Has this been ordered for 10 minutes?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has

been ordered for 10 minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous

consent that there be 10 minutes on the
Exon amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas
and nays on the Exon amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

think I should announce that while we
are going to try to stay on after this
vote to see what we can do to negotiate
and get some consent——

Mr. MURKOWSKI. We cannot hear
you.

Mr. DOMENICI. Perhaps if some of
you would not talk so much you could
hear me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Chamber, please.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am not running for
anything around here. That is why you
do not pay attention.

Could we have order, Mr. President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Could we

have order in the Chamber, please?
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we

are going to convene tomorrow morn-
ing at 9:30. We cannot tell you yet
whether there are going to be votes. We
think there will be. Certainly tomor-
row we are going to work a long time
trying to get amendments up. If Sen-
ators have amendments and can be
here tomorrow, they ought to be here.
We are going to use a lot of time on
this budget resolution tomorrow. If we
can get an orderly sequencing of
amendments, we might not have to
stay here and vote. If we can just get
started in the morning to let us see
where we are, but for now you ought to
be here because we may have votes
early in the morning.

Is that a fair statement, Mr. Minor-
ity Leader?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Are there additional
votes tonight?

Mr. DOMENICI. There are no addi-
tional votes tonight—I have already
announced that—after the two remain-
ing ones.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, could I add
one thing that I think should be driven
home? If we are going to expedite this
process, we are going to have to have
people who are on the list to come and
offer their amendments on Friday, or
on Monday and not leave here tonight
and assume that they are home free
until sometime on Tuesday because, if
we all do that, then Tuesday is going
to be a much worse day than it is des-
tined to be in any event. So I hope peo-
ple listened to what Senator DOMENICI
said and be here tomorrow to offer
amendments, and not just assume, and
then everybody flock in here as they
usually do at 2:30 on Tuesday afternoon
and say, ‘‘Why can’t I have 2 hours on
my amendment?’’ It will not be.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, fellow
Senators, I want to repeat what I said.
I have been asked by the majority lead-
er to indicate to all of you that we are
trying to finish this budget resolution
Tuesday night. If that means at 12
o’clock on Wednesday morning at 1 or
2, that is included in the definition of
Tuesday. It may be Wednesday, or
Tuesday morning at 4 a.m. But we are
going to try. If you can start offering
amendments tomorrow, we may have
an agreement that on Monday there
will not be any votes. If we get a se-
quencing of amendments where you
offer 10 or 15 amendments and offer
them on Monday, then we may, indeed,
be able to give some of you the oppor-
tunity to not have to be here on Friday
and Monday. But we need cooperation
before we do that.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, may I add
one other thing? I ask the Democrats
before they leave here tonight and the
Republicans before they leave here to-
night to come to our desks and tell us
when you will be here tomorrow, or
want to be here tomorrow, or Monday
with regard to offering your amend-
ments. If you will do that, and we will
be working back and forth as best we
can on amendments as we have been,
then we might be able to reach some
kind of a agreement that, yes. You
want to be here at 10, maybe not 10, or
10:30, we might be able to get an or-
derly process going because otherwise
Tuesday is going to be unbelievably
bad.

So please drop by if you can be here
on Friday like you are supposed to be,
and tell us when you will be here, and
we will be glad to accommodate you as
best we can on timing.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3980

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan.
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On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] is
necessary absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDENT OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 118 Leg.]
YEAS—53

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack

McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—45

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon

Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Kassebaum Pryor

The amendment (No. 3980) was agreed
to.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3965

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
President’s fiscal year 1997 budget
builds on the immense economic suc-
cess of his 1993 budget.

Since the enactment of that historic
deficit reduction package, the Federal
deficit has been cut in half—from $290
billion to a projected $144 billion in
1996, according to the Congressional
Budget Office. The deficit as a share of
the economy is down from 4.7 percent
in 1992 to 2.3 percent today. Last week
CBO projected the 1996 deficit may be
even lower—down to $130 billion.

These favorable reports serve as tes-
tament both to the effectiveness of the
1993 deficit reduction package and a
strong Clinton economy. Actual total
deficit reduction achieved by the 1993
budget package is now estimated by
CBO to be approximately $800 billion

over 5 years. All this progress has come
from a deficit reduction package that
was enacted without a single Repub-
lican vote.

Although most of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle predicted the
1993 package would bring about job loss
and recession, economic indicators
have improved vastly since the Bush
recession. Unemployment is down from
7.3 percent in January 1993 to 5.4 per-
cent in April 1996. Inflation has been
remarkably low during these times of
sustained economic growth, with the
consumer price index increasing less
than 3 percent in each of the last 3
years. Since January 1993, 8.5 million
jobs have been created, and more than
90 percent of those were private sector
jobs.

Interest rates—responding to sound
fiscal policies—have fallen well below
the levels of 3 years ago, with the 30-
year average rate dropping from 7.67
percent in 1992 to about 7 percent
today. Business investment in equip-
ment is up 11 percent per year in real
dollars since the fourth quarter of 1992.
And corporate profits are up to a 13-
percent annual rate since fourth quar-
ter of 1992.

The economy is strong. But the new
Clinton budget is sensitive to the un-
derlying anxiety and apprehension of
America’s working families. This budg-
et secures the integrity of the Medicare
trust fund through 2005, and it does so
without ravaging Medicare. In con-
trast, the Republican budget cuts $50
billion more.

The President’s budget maintains
guaranteed health care for nursing
home seniors and poor children under
Medicaid. In contrast, the Republican
budget could cut as much as $250 bil-
lion in Medicaid.

The President’s budget maintains
America’s investment in education and
job training—Head Start, Basic Edu-
cation Assistance (title 1), and Job
Training for Dislocated Workers. In
contrast, the Republican budget cuts
$60 billion from these priorities.

The President’s budget does not raise
taxes on working Americans. In con-
trast, the Republican budget cuts $20
billion from the earned income tax
Credit, raising taxes on 6 to 10 million
hard-pressed working families.

The President’s budget protects the
environment. In contrast, the Repub-
lican budget cuts EPA operating pro-
grams by 11 percent in 1997 and by 23
percent in 2002.

The President’s budget does not offer
tax breaks for the rich at the expense
of Medicare and education. In contrast,
and contrary to the representations
made by some of my colleagues, the
Republican budget provides $180 billion
in tax breaks for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans over the next 6 years.

Mr. President, the President’s budget
would balance the budget by 2002 using
CBO economic assumptions. But, un-
like the Republican budget, it would
balance the budget without abandoning
America’s priorities. It would preserve

paycheck security, health security, and
retirement security for America’s
working people.

The spending cuts in the President’s
budget are significant, yet they are
made in the right places. The Presi-
dent’s budget would achieve more than
$600 billion in spending cuts by 2002. It
would reduce the size of the Federal
Government work force by 200,000,
making it the smallest it has been in 30
years.

Finally, the President’s budget would
provide targeted tax relief for working
families and for families trying to send
their children to college.

The bottom line, Mr. President, is
that the President’s budget is a budget
that reflects the priorities of the Amer-
ican people. In contrast, the Repub-
lican budget is the same extreme pro-
posal the American people rejected last
year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on amendment No.
3965, as amended, offered by the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON]. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] is
necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 119 Leg.]
YEAS—45

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—53

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici

Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack

McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Kassebaum Pryor

The amendment (No. 3965), as amend-
ed, was rejected.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
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amendment was rejected, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
f

CLARIFICATION OF OPPOSITION
TO GRASSLEY AMENDMENT NO.
3963

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, yester-
day, during debate on an amendment
to cut defense levels in the budget reso-
lution, the senior Senator from Iowa
cited certain statements contained in
my recent paper on military readiness.
I have great respect and friendship for
my colleague. However, I must point
out that those quotations were taken
out of context and were used to give
the impression that I supported the
Senator’s amendment to reduce the de-
fense spending level in the pending res-
olution.

I want to take this opportunity once
again to state very clearly my strong
opposition to the Grassley amendment.

First, I strongly oppose any amend-
ments to reduce the level of defense
spending in the pending resolution.
Last year, I was at the forefront of ef-
forts in the Senate to add funding to
the President’s defense budget. Ulti-
mately, the Congress added $7 billion,
most of which was allocated to mod-
ernization programs.

And I strongly supported the Senate
Armed Services Committee’s biparti-
san letter to the Senate Budget Com-
mittee requesting a significant in-
crease in the Defense budget. The pend-
ing resolution includes the increase we
requested.

Second, President Clinton’s defense
budget request for the coming fiscal
year seriously neglects future readi-
ness, putting at risk the ability of our
military forces to prevail in future
conflicts. Our highest ranking military
officers, including the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, cited the need for
increased procurement funding to en-
sure a modern, ready force in the fu-
ture. The Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee recently reported to the Senate
a Defense authorization bill for the
coming fiscal year that includes sig-
nificant increases in the procurement
and research and development accounts
for future modernization.

Third, the statements cited yester-
day by the Senator from Iowa were
taken completely out of the full con-
text of my paper. The Senator should
re-read the paper in its entirety, in
which it is clearly stated that funding
for our Nation’s military is far too lit-
tle to fully meet our vital national se-
curity needs.

I do believe, as the Senator quoted,
that we must look for ways to do more
with less. That statement is based both
on an acknowledgment of fiscal reality
as well as a sense of responsibility to
the taxpayers. Regardless of whether
we increase the top line of the Defense
budget, we have a responsibility to the
American people to spend their tax dol-
lars wisely. Every dollar of defense

spending should be spent carefully and
for programs which enhance the ability
of our service men and women to do
their jobs, whether they are assigned
to combat units, support units, or the
Reserve components.

I also believe, as the Senator quoted,
that eliminating excess infrastructure
is necessary and would free up funds
for military modernization. The De-
partment of Defense, with the help of
Congress, must continue its ongoing ef-
forts to streamline operations and im-
prove efficiency by eliminating waste-
ful spending and practices. The Senator
from Iowa has been active in promot-
ing financial and other reform efforts
in the Department of Defense, and I
commend him for his efforts.

However, the Senator seems to have
missed the larger point of my paper.

On page 19 of the paper, I clearly
stated, as follows:

There are many approaches to streamlin-
ing defense operations and activities that
could result in cost savings and which should
be done to ensure the best value to the
American taxpayer. However, the magnitude
of savings from these efficiencies is neg-
ligible in comparison to the funding required
to modernize and maintain a ready military
force.

Finally, let me note this clear con-
cluding statement:

In all of the decisions we face about our fu-
ture defense requirements, we must not
allow fiscal considerations to be the single,
dominant factor. Instead, we must focus on
the most cost-effective means of maintain-
ing the military capabilities necessary to en-
sure our future security. We must pay what
it costs for a military force capable of deter-
ring aggression and achieving success in any
future conflict. In short, we must be pre-
pared to accept the cost of being a world
power.

These statements clearly represent the
full context of my paper, which focused
principally on a proposal to reform the
military readiness system, but also re-
peatedly cited the need for additional
funding for military modernization. I
am sorry the Senator from Iowa seems
to have missed the point of my paper.

Just like the quotations from my
paper, the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa missed the mark. His
amendment would have done nothing
to encourage the Department of De-
fense to operate more efficiently, if
that was his intention. His amendment
did not even address alleged Pentagon
waste and mismanagement, which
would be permitted to continue
unabated even if his amendment had
been adopted. Instead, his amendment
would have cut needed funding for the
military modernization programs
added by the Senate Armed Services
Committee in the recently reported
Defense Authorization bill for Fiscal
Year 1997.

I voted against the Grassley amend-
ment, which failed by a vote of 57 to 42.
I intend to vote against other such
amendments to cut the defense func-
tion.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following

amendments be the only remaining
first-degree amendments that will be
in order to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 57, and that all other provisions of
the Budget Act remain in effect, pro-
vided that the amendments may be of-
fered by a designee.

The list is as follows:
REPUBLICAN LIST

Chafee/Breaux—alternative budget.
Simpson—SOS accurate inflation index.
Brown/Simpson—CPI.
Brown/Simpson—SOS eligibility ages.
Lott—U.N.
Campbell—at risk youth.
Thompson—delete Presidential check off.
Hutchison—SOS homemaker IRA.
Faircloth—SOS national debt.
Faircloth—welfare.
Kyl—LIHEP.
Kyl—SOS tax limitation.
Kyl—Americorp.
Murkowski—relevant.
Domenici/Gorton—Medicare Part A.
Domenici—Spectrum.
Snowe—SOS tax cut sunsets.
Ashcroft—payroll taxes.
Gramm—SOS Soc. Sec. taxes.
Thomas—biannual budgeting.
Grams—SOS bal. budget/taxes.
Snowe—SOS student loans.
Roth—Amtrack.
Specter—Labor-HHS
Domenici—tax reform.
Jeffords—relevant.
Nickles—unified budget.
Nickles—relevant.
McCain—SOS spectrum.
Helms—SOS education.
Dole—SOS drug crimes.
Dole—relevant.
Domenici—EITC spending.
DEMOCRATIC AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET

RESOLUTION

Baucus—SOS essential air service.
Biden—(1) crime; (2) higher education.
Bingaman—(1) EDA; (2) relevant.
Boxer—(1) SOS taxes; (2) Medicaid and

nursing homes.
Bradley—EITC restoration.
Bryan—CBO certification.
Bumpers—(1) asset sales; (2) fire walls; (3)

mining reclamation.
Byrd—(1) restore infrastructure invest-

ment; (2) relevant; (3) relevant; (4) relevant;
(5) relevant.

Conrad—relevant.
Daschle—relevant.
Dorgan—relevant.
Exon—relevant.
Feingold—tax cut.
Graham—Medicare solvency waste/fraud.
Harkin—(1) Medicaid changes; (2) relevant.
Hollings—gas tax to highway and aviation

trust fund.
Kennedy—(1) spousal impoverishment; (2)

seniors abuse; (3) prescription drugs; (4) pre-
mium surcharge; (5) Davis-Bacon; (6) worker
safety.

Kerrey—(1) SOS reduction CPI; (2) SOS
long term entitlement.

Kerry—(1) environment; (2) education, (3)
crime; (4) preserve Presidential campaign
checkoff; (5) LIHEAP; (6) relevant.

Kohl—SOS crime prevention funds.
Lautenberg—(1) relevant; (2) relevant.
Levin—(1) reduction defense number; (2)

drug blocker research money.
Mosely-Braun—SOS budget priorities.
Murray—(1) SOS GSA priority transfer ex-

cess property re: education and technology.
Nunn—(1) Long-term entitlement reform;

(2) SOS CPI.
Pryor—Glaxol/GATT.

Reid—environment.
Rockefeller—medicare.
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Simon—shifting defense spending.
Wellstone—(1) COPS; (2) children’s impact;

(3) welfare and domestic violence; (4)
LIHEAP; (5) SOS education tax language; (6)
relevant.

Wyden—(1) SOS eliminating deductibility
environmental damage; (2) DOD expendi-
tures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. The list has been
submitted along with that unanimous-
consent request. They are both Demo-
crat and Republican amendments.

Mr. EXON. We have agreed to the
list. The chairman has submitted that.
We agree those will be the only amend-
ments in the first degree.

Mr. DOMENICI. That does not mean,
Mr. President, that every one there
will be offered. It depends on the
offerer or their designee. But we sur-
mise some will not. But there will not
be any other first degrees submitted
that are not on that list. We have not
waived the Budget Act, as we indi-
cated, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I have another state-
ment to discuss with the Senate.

f

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 17, 1996,
AND MONDAY, MAY 20, 1996

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business tonight, it
stand in recess until 9:30 a.m., on Fri-
day, May 17, and immediately resume
the budget resolution at that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business on
Friday, May 17, it stand in recess until
10:30 a.m., Monday, May 20, and imme-
diately resume the budget resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair
and I thank the Senate.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will consider the budget resolu-
tion on Friday and Monday. Since a
large number of Senators have indi-
cated they will be available to offer
their amendments, no votes will occur
either Friday or Monday. Senators who
have amendments must offer and de-
bate their amendments either Friday
or Monday. It will be the intention of
the leadership to conclude the budget
resolution by the close of business on
Tuesday, if at all possible.

As an example of Senators that have
already indicated they will work with
their amendments, let me state on Fri-
day—this is not binding in any order—
but Senator WELLSTONE will be here at
9:30, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, some-
where around 10 o’clock, Senator BYRD
somewhere around 11 o’clock, Senator
SIMPSON around noon, Senator KERRY
has two amendments, somewhere

around 1:30, Senator LOTT in the after-
noon, Senator Kyl in the afternoon,
Senator GRAMM in the afternoon, Sen-
ator DORGAN, and Senator KENNEDY,
sometime tomorrow afternoon.

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DOMENICI. I am happy to yield

to the Senator.
Mr. FORD. We had worked out on

this side an opportunity for the Sen-
ator from Washington, Senator MUR-
RAY, to be somewhere between noon
and 2 o’clock.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will put that in
between Senator KERRY and Senator
LOTT, who would go later. Senator
MURRAY could be somewhere after Sen-
ator KERRY.

Mr. FORD. We would like to reverse
that, Senator, and put Senator MURRAY
before Senator KERRY.

Mr. DOMENICI. We would have Sen-
ator MURRAY coming ahead of Senator
KERRY, with his two amendments.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, was put-
ting Senator MURRAY ahead of Senator
KERRY cleared with Senator KERRY?

Mr. FORD. Yes, and Senator MURRAY
will be speaking in favor of the amend-
ment of Senator KERRY. She has an
amendment also. It would work out for
her travel plans. We agreed the 12 to 2
o’clock period she could introduce her
amendment.

Mr. EXON. This timing is getting
rather complicated. Senator KERRY is
making a special trip back from Boston
and will be in Pittsburgh then he has
to go back. He told me he would be
here hopefully between 2 o’clock and 3
o’clock. He will be very strapped for
time to meet the connection. I simply
say as nearly as possible I hope we can
accommodate Senator KERRY when he
shows up, maybe put him before or
after. I did not know about Senator
MURRAY.

Mr. FORD. It is somewhere before 2
o’clock.

Mr. EXON. All right. We will do our
best to accommodate everyone. I think
we have that general understanding.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I continue. On
all the amendments that the Senator
from New Mexico just listed, this is not
a unanimous consent request, this is a
bona fide effort to indicate that these
Senators will offer their amendments
tomorrow, in somewhat of the order I
have described.

Now, Senators are going to be accom-
modated. We will stay until they are
accommodated, and try to use a sub-
stantial amount of time. I will not be
here after 3:30 but there will be some-
one here so we get this finished.

Now on Monday, I told the Senators
we are doing well on Friday, and on
Monday we are doing better. We do not
have to have votes because we will
have a lot of amendments and stack
them in an orderly matter. Senator
ASHCROFT, Senator KYL, Senator HAR-
KIN, Senator BUMPERS, Senator
FEINGOLD, Senator BAUCUS, Senator
LEVIN, Senator SIMON, Senator SNOWE.
Senator CHAFEE and Senator BREAUX,
the full substitute, they will take 3

hours on Monday afternoon and then
they will wrap it up with 1 hour on
Tuesday when we sequence them into a
voting pattern.

Mr. EXON. What is the time allowed
for that amendment?

Mr. DOMENICI. A total of 4 hours
equally divided, 3 hours on Monday,
and wrap it up with 1 hour on Tuesday.

Then we have Senators BROWN and
SIMPSON who will also be ready Mon-
day, Senator ASHCROFT will be ready
Monday. Feingold is for Monday.

The last list, starting with Senator
HARKIN and ending with Senator
ASHCROFT, are Monday amendments in
some kind of sequencing related to
what I have just described.

Again, nobody is bound to a time but
I am really urging and my friend Sen-
ator EXON is, and the whip and the mi-
nority leader, that we appear and offer
them, because that means we will be
well on our way to a manageable sched-
ule on Tuesday.

Mr. EXON. I agree. I think it can and
will work.

Mr. FORD. May I ask one more ques-
tion? I apologize for taking so long, but
would Senator DOMENICI advise me
about the amendment by Senator NUNN
on long-term entitlement reform. It
seems to me he and Senator BROWN
may have a joint amendment. I wanted
to be sure that Senator NUNN was ac-
commodated.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, that
is known as the Brown-Simpson-Nunn
amendment.

Mr. FORD. That will be sometime
late Monday?

Mr. DOMENICI. It looks like it is
close to 5 o’clock.

Mr. FORD. That would be ideal,
sometime around 5 o’clock or after.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued the consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum and ask it be charged to
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
understand Senator BOXER from Cali-
fornia is prepared with an amendment
at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3982

(Purpose: To preserve, protect, and strength-
en the Medicaid program by controlling
costs, providing state flexibility and re-
storing critical standards and protections,
including coverage for all populations cov-
ered under current law. The amendment
restores $18 billion in excessive cuts, offset
by corporate and business tax reforms)

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President. I thank my chairman
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and ranking member for allowing me
to offer this amendment at this par-
ticular time. On my side, Senators
KENNEDY and GRAHAM would like to
speak to this amendment, and I send it
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER],
for herself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. DORGAN, and
Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3982.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by

$1,900,000,000.
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by

$2,500,000,000.
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by

$3,200,000,000.
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by

$2,700,000,000.
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by

$2,600,000,000.
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by

$5,400,000,000.
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by

$1,900,000,000.
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by

$2,500,000,000.
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by

$3,200,000,000.
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by

$2,700,000,000.
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by

$2,600,000,000.
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by

$5,400,000,000.
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by

$1,900,000,000.
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by

$2,500,000,000.
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by

$3,200,000,000.
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by

$2,700,000,000.
On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by

$2,600,000,000.
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by

$5,400,000,000.
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by

$1,900,000,000.
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by

$2,500,000,000.
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by

$3,200,000,000.
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by

$2,700,000,000.
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by

$2,600,000,000.
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by

$5,400,000,000.
On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by

$1,900,000,000.
On page 27, line 17, increase the amount by

$1,900,000,000.
On page 27, line 23, increase the amount by

$2,500,000,000.
On page 27, line 24, increase the amount by

$2,500,000,000.
On page 28, line 5, increase the amount by

$3,200,000,000.
On page 28, line 6, increase the amount by

$3,200,000,000.
On page 28, line 12, increase the amount by

$2,700,000,000.
On page 28, line 13, increase the amount by

$2,700,000,000.
On page 28, line 19, increase the amount by

$2,600,000,000.

On page 28, line 20, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 29, line 2, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$18,300,000,000.

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE.

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions contained in this budget resolution as-
sume Medicaid reforms shall—

(1) maintain the guarantees in current law
for Medicaid coverage of seniors, children,
pregnant women, and persons with disabil-
ities.

(2) preserve current laws protecting
spouses and adult children from the risk of
impoverishment to pay for long-term nurs-
ing home care;

(3) maintain the current Federal nursing
home quality and enforcement standards;

(4) protect states from unanticipated pro-
gram costs resulting from economic fluctua-
tions in the business cycle, changing demo-
graphics, and natural disasters;

(5) maintain the successful Federal-State
partnership and protect the Federal Treas-
ury against practices that allow States to
decrease their fair share of Medicaid funding;
and,

(6) continue to provide coverage of Medi-
care premiums and cost-sharing payments
for low-income Medicare beneficiaries, con-
sistent with current law.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
honored and pleased to be able to offer
the Boxer-Graham-Dorgan-Kennedy
amendment regarding Medicaid. The
purpose of this amendment is really
quite simple and straightforward.

First, my amendment restores the
$18 billion in excess cuts made by the
Republican budget, and it will be offset
by closing corporate tax loopholes.

Second, my amendment contains a
sense of the Senate that any reforms
made to Medicaid maintain six particu-
lar principles, and I will outline those
principles briefly.

But before I do, I think it is impor-
tant to ask the question, Who does
Medicaid really help in this everyday
world? Who are the people out there
who depend on Medicaid?

First of all, 2 million senior citizens
who are in nursing homes are on Med-
icaid and depend on Medicaid. Two out
of every three residents in nursing
homes depend on Medicaid.

We also know there are 18 million
children who depend on Medicaid—chil-
dren. It is their lifeline. Half of these
children live in working families where
their families work very hard. They are
the working poor, and their children
rely on Medicaid.

The disabled—6 million of our citi-
zens who are disabled rely on Medicaid
and perhaps up to 1 million pregnant
women rely on Medicaid. Of our chil-
dren between the ages of 13 and 18,
there are 2.5 million.

So millions and millions of Ameri-
cans rely on Medicaid, and, therefore,
this amendment, I think—and I am so
pleased that it has broad support on
this side of the aisle—is really key to
real people.

So the first part of the amendment is
that we restore $18 billion that has

been cut, what we call excess cuts. Sec-
ond, we have a sense of the Senate on
six principles. They are as follows:
First, maintain Medicaid coverage for
low-income seniors, children up to 18
years of age, pregnant women, and the
disabled; second, maintain current pro-
tection against the impoverishment of
spouses and adult children whose fam-
ily member is in a nursing home; third,
maintain Federal nursing home stand-
ards; fourth, protect States from unan-
ticipated increases in enrollment,
which can occur as a result of eco-
nomic fluctuations such as recessions,
changing demographics or natural dis-
asters; fifth, maintain the successful
Federal-State partnership and protect
our Federal Treasury against practices
that may allow States to decrease
their fair share of Medicaid funding;
and sixth, continue to provide Medi-
care premiums and cost-sharing pay-
ments for low-income Medicare bene-
ficiaries that are consistent with cur-
rent law.

I would like to make this point, Mr.
President. All of these six principles
that are outlined in this amendment
are contained in the President’s budg-
et, as well as in the Chafee-Breaux
budget proposal; however, they are not
maintained or referenced in the Repub-
lican budget.

So of the budgets that we will be
looking at, namely, the President’s
budget, the Republican budget, and the
Chafee-Breaux budget, we find the Re-
publican budget does not address these
six principles. Frankly, we feel it is
very important that these principles be
adhered to.

Why do I say that? I think the back-
bone of all the other principles is the
guarantee of coverage that exists in
current Medicaid law for seniors, chil-
dren, pregnant women, and persons
with disabilities. We know this is a real
problem because in the reconciliation
bill we saw that there was a walking
away from this commitment.

We also believe that a person with
certain disabilities in one State might
not be considered disabled in another
State under this budget. We want to
make sure that does not happen. Some
States could decide to define disability
in such a way that it will not cover
many serious disabilities.

So we think it is very important that
the people who are now covered remain
covered. We do not have that assurance
at all in this budget. As a matter of
fact, the plans that the Republicans
have talked about would allow the
States to decide these questions. I
think it is very important that it be a
national standard here as to who is dis-
abled and who should definitely have
coverage.

I want to talk about the guarantee to
children. We have no certainty in this
Republican budget that children from
the ages of 13 to 18 would be covered.
Let me tell you the problem. It would
mean that a low-income teenage girl,
the only way she could get health cov-
erage, if the State decided to cut her
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off, is to get pregnant. This is not a
message that we want to send to our
young people. We should cover children
until they turn 18. I think we owe them
that.

I want to talk a minute about the
other principle, the spouses and adult
children who are at risk of impoverish-
ment if one of their family members
winds up in a nursing home. Remem-
ber, there are 2 million senior citizens
in nursing homes, and two out of three
of them are on Medicaid. We passed a
very important law, when I was over in
the House of Representatives, that said
we will not drive the adult children of
nursing home residents and we will not
drive the spouse of a nursing home
resident into the poor house simply be-
cause their family member is in a nurs-
ing home.

I am very fearful that without saying
something affirmative in this budget,
we could repeal this very important
spousal impoverishment provision. We
should not be forcing spouses or adult
children to be thrust into poverty.

Why do I say that? The average cost
for nursing home care, Mr. President,
is about $36,000 a year. Clearly, how
many of our people could really pay
that?

I think it is crucial that we protect
spouses and the adult children of nurs-
ing home residents. I think if we do not
pass this amendment, our amendment
that we have worked on here, that
could happen.

Nursing home quality standards.
Very clearly we ought to say that we
believe there ought to be national
standards. Why do I say this? Because
we know what can happen. We saw
what happened in the 1980’s. There
were nursing home scandals. We know
that our senior citizens were being mis-
treated, abused. Some of the stories are
hair-raising. I will not go into them be-
cause time does not permit it. But they
were drugged, they were put into baths
that were scalding.

What happened? We decided we would
have standards and enforcement. Now
we have absolutely no assurance in this
particular budget that is before us that
this will happen. That is why we hope
we can get bipartisan support for this
particular amendment that I am offer-
ing. So it is key to save those nursing
home national standards.

One senior citizen in Nebraska is as
important as a senior citizen in New
York or Ohio or Wyoming or Montana.
We want to treat our grandmas and
grandpas and our great grandmas and
great grandpas with respect. We should
have national standards and not back
away from them.

We protect the States from unantici-
pated program costs in the sense of the
Senate. We say that, in fact, when you
have a natural disaster such as my
State of California, or there is an unan-
ticipated cost from a recession, that we
will help the States meet their Medic-
aid burdens.

Finally, an issue that I know Senator
GRAHAM is going to speak to because he

was a Governor of the great State of
Florida. We want to maintain the suc-
cessful Federal-State partnership in-
volving Medicaid. We also want to
make sure there are no scams in the
States, that, in fact, the States do not
abuse the Medicaid program.

So, Mr. President, that concludes my
remarks. I know that Senators KEN-
NEDY and GRAHAM would like to speak.

I would like at this time to yield
them some time, if that is agreeable.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts and then to the
Senator from Florida. We have had a
little bit of intervening debate and I
just want to remind everyone what we
are talking about here are the people
in our country who need us to stand
with them: The seniors in the nursing
homes, the children with disabilities,
the pregnant women, the working poor,
the people who are working very hard
to stay afloat and need us not to aban-
don them. I think this amendment we
are presenting to you will give them
that reassurance that they will not be
abandoned.

It is my pleasure to yield 15 minutes
to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, my
friend and colleague from Florida will
address the Senate on an extremely im-
portant aspect of this whole issue of
the cutback in Medicaid. I will try to
be to the point but also speak about
the importance of this particular
amendment.

First of all, I want to thank the Sen-
ator from California, Senator BOXER,
for being the leader on this particular
issue as she has been on so many of the
issues involving working families, chil-
dren, and their parents and the dis-
abled. All of us are grateful to her for
her leadership on this issue of restoring
some $18 billion in the Medicaid Pro-
gram over the next 6 years.

Now, I think Members can ask
whether this $18 billion we see under
the Republican program, the reduction
of $72 billion, I think it is important as
we commence this debate to under-
stand where that serious cut will come
from in the Republican budget and the
benefits that this program reaches in
terms of children, the disabled and the
elderly. The importance of this amend-
ment of the Senator from California is
that with the acceptance of some cuts
in the Medicaid, those cuts basically
will be out of what we call the dis-
proportionate share payments, which
go not to the individual reduction in
benefits, but are basically funds that
go to the State generally. It is ex-
tremely important to understand that
every dollar in the Senate’s program is
a dollar that will make a difference in
the quality of life of children and sen-
iors.

The second point which is an enor-
mous part of the Senator’s amendment
which I know that the Senator from
Florida will cover is the significance of
the Republican budget cuts, which will
mean $250 billion in reduced payments
of benefits over the period of the next

6 years because of the changing of the
formula in terms of what is required by
the States.

This is a very, very dramatic reduc-
tion and cut in who will be affected by
this. The people that will be affected
by this, as the Senator has pointed out,
will be the children, the elderly people,
nursing homes, and the disabled in our
country.

The further point I want to make
this evening is that it is important
that we had the earlier vote on the
Medicare and now on the Medicaid be-
cause to a great extent we are talking
about the same populations. We are
seeing the reductions in the Medicare
programs that will affect our seniors,
and this is another significant reduc-
tion in services for our elderly people
as well as the children.

So if you look at the reductions in
the Medicare Program, and you look at
the reductions in the Medicaid Pro-
gram, you are finding those cuts, to-
gether, are going to be an extremely
heavy burden on the most vulnerable
in our society—the children, the frail
elderly, and the disabled in our com-
munity.

Medicaid is the companion program
to Medicare, and the Republican as-
sault on Medicaid is just as misguided
and unfair as their assault on Medi-
care. The Republican plan would cut
Federal Medicaid payments by $72 bil-
lion over the next 6 years—but that is
only the tip of the iceberg. Under the
Republican plan, total Medicaid spend-
ing would be cut by a staggering $250
billion—and States will be allowed to
spend Federal Medicaid dollars on
roads, bridges, and political patronage
rather than health care services.

In large measure, the Republican
cuts in Medicaid will strike another
heavy blow at the same groups hurt by
the Republican cuts in Medicare—sen-
ior citizens and the disabled. Ten mil-
lion elderly and disabled individuals
are enrolled in Medicaid. Seventy per-
cent of all spending under the program
is for these two groups—much of it for
long-term nursing home care.

Another group will also be injured by
the Republican plan—America’s chil-
dren. Seventy percent of those who
rely on Medicaid are children and their
parents—a total of 18 million children.
One in every five children in America
depends on Medicaid. One in every
three children born in this country de-
pend on Medicaid to cover their pre-
natal care and delivery.

Every child deserves a healthy start
in life. Under the Republican plan mil-
lions of children who have adequate
medical care today will be forced to do
without it tomorrow.

Medicaid provides good coverage to
children today. They are guaranteed
prenatal care, immunizations, regular
checkups, developmental screenings,
and both chronic and intensive physi-
cian and hospital care.

The great bulk of Medicaid-covered
children are in families with working
parents. Most of these parents work
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full time—40 hours a week, 52 weeks a
year—but all their hard work does not
buy them health care for their chil-
dren, because their employer does not
provide it and they cannot afford it.

Even with Medicaid, over 10 million
children are uninsured, and each day
the number rises. Soon, less than half
of all children will be covered by em-
ployer-based health insurance. We tried
to address this problem in the last Con-
gress—but the Republicans said no.
Today, they are trying to undermine
the only place that families can turn
without employer-provided coverage.

Last year, the Republicans proposed
to eliminate all guarantees of coverage
for children. This year, it is ‘‘only’’—
only—poor children 13 to 18 who will
lose their coverage. In addition, chil-
dren of all ages—even babies—will lose
their current guarantee that all medi-
cally necessary treatments will be cov-
ered.

The 6 million disabled who depend on
Medicaid are even less fortunate. The
Republican plan repeals all Federal
standards for coverage of the disabled.

States are also free to set any limits
on scope and duration of services that
they choose. If a State budget is tight
this year, why not limit the sick to
shorter hospital stays. If they need a
week to recover from serious illness or
surgery—too bad. That’s somebody
else’s problem—if the Republican plan
is adopted.

In a very real way, Medicaid is a life-
line for children and families who have
nowhere else to turn. Without access to
Medicaid, many healthy children will
become sick and many sick children
will die. It is wrong to put children at
risk to pay for tax breaks and special
favors for the wealthy and powerful.
Greed is not a family value.

Under the Republican plan, senior
citizens and the disabled suffer a one-
two punch. Deep Medicare cuts, and
even deeper cuts in Medicaid. Many
will lose their Medicaid coverage or see
their benefits cut back. But they will
also be victimized by one of the
harshest parts of the Republican plan—
the elimination of Federal enforcement
of quality standards for nursing homes.

Strong quality standards for nursing
homes were enacted by Congress with
solid bipartisan support in 1987, after a
series of investigations revealed appall-
ing conditions in such homes through-
out the Nation and shocking abuse of
senior citizens and the disabled.

Elderly patients were often allowed
to go uncleaned for days, lying in their
own excrement. They were tied to
wheelchairs and beds under conditions
that would not be tolerated in any pris-
on in America. Deliberate abuse and vi-
olence were used against helpless sen-
ior citizens by callous or sadistic at-
tendants. Painful, untreated, and com-
pletely avoidable bedsores were wide-
spread. Patients were scalded to death
in hot baths and showers. Others were
sedated to the point of unconscious-
ness, or isolated from all aspects of
normal life by fly-by-night nursing

home operators bent on profiteering
from the misery of their patients.

These conditions, once revealed,
shocked the conscience of the Nation.
The Federal standards enacted by Con-
gress ended much of this unconscion-
able abuse and achieved substantial
improvement in the quality of care for
nursing home residents.

Last year, the Republican proposal
eliminated these standards altogether.
When the public outcry was too great,
they weakened the standards instead.
This year, they claim to leave them
unchanged—but they are proposing to
leave enforcement to the States, even
though it was the States’ failure to
protect senior citizens that neces-
sitated passing the 1987 law in the first
place.

Whatever the formal rules and regu-
lations say, the Republican cuts in
Medicaid are so deep that even con-
scientious nursing home operators who
want to maintain high quality care
will be hard-pressed to afford the staff
and equipment necessary to provide it.

It is difficult to believe that anyone,
no matter how extreme their ideology,
would take us back to the harsh condi-
tions before 1987. But that is what the
Republican plan will do.

Further, the Republican plan victim-
izes not only the elderly but their fam-
ilies as well. Last year, the Repub-
licans proposed to repeal the spousal
impoverishment protections that pro-
tected the husband or wife of a nursing
home resident against the double loss
of a loved one and the chance to main-
tain even a modest standard of living.
They proposed to repeal protections
that have been in place since the Med-
icaid program was enacted against
adult children being required to impov-
erish themselves to pay for the care of
an aged parent.

Again, the public outcry was so great
that the Republicans were forced to
modify their plan—but they left the
fine print in place. Spousal impoverish-
ment provisions were supposedly re-
tained—but they were rendered mean-
ingless by other parts of the Repub-
lican plan.

Without a guarantee of coverage, a
protection against spousal impoverish-
ment is useless for those who can no
longer qualify for assistance in the
first place. The plan allowed nursing
homes to add extra charges that Medic-
aid did not cover, and require families
to make large up-front deposits before
a patient is admitted. Adult children
were protected—but only if their in-
come was below the median. Families
whose total income is less than the
cost of a year in a nursing home would
still be liable for the cost of care for
their elderly family member.

Republicans claim their new plan
avoids this last set of abuses, but the
American people should read the fine
print.

The Republican plan for Medicaid is
an outrage. It says that our society
does not care about the most vulner-
able groups in our country—people

with disabilities, senior citizens, and
children.

These Republican proposals are too
harsh and too extreme. They are not
what the American people voted for in
the last election. They should be re-
jected out of hand by the Congress, and
the American people should reject
their sponsors in the next election.

I thank the Senator from California.
I yield back whatever time remains.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Massachusetts. Before
he leaves, I think we have a chance to
win this amendment, I say to my
friend, because, actually, the Demo-
cratic budget addresses these issues.
This amendment gives us a chance,
those of us who supported that budget,
to vote in favor of it. The Chafee-
Breaux budget actually that will be
presented to us does, in fact, make
these commitments. So if everyone
who voted for Chafee-Breaux, who
voted for the Democratic budget, votes
aye on this amendment, I say to my
friend that maybe we will have some
better luck in the outcome.

My friend talked about turning our
backs on those who need us the most. I
was present for a hearing that we held
when we were doing the health care bill
in which we had disabled children who
were relying on Medicaid come into the
Congress with their caregivers. Usually
it was their mom or dad. Just looking
at those kids with spina bifida, with
kidney problems, with muscular dys-
trophy, or with multiple sclerosis, try-
ing to live their life with some dignity,
relying completely on these payments,
it seems to me, I say to my colleagues
at this late hour, even if it is late, this
is a little sacrifice to make when we
think of those children and the sac-
rifices that they make every day of
their lives and the sacrifices that their
families make every day of their lives.
It is shameful that we would walk
away from these children. It is shame-
ful.

Nobody needs to hear a lecture from
one Senator to another. I do not mean
at all to sound that way, because I do
not think that anyone who votes
against this amendment wants to hurt
those children. But I do think, in the
end, that is what will happen.

I yield 15 minutes to my friend from
Florida, Senator GRAHAM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank my colleague
from California.

Mr. President, this debate should
commence with one fundamental truth:
The Medicaid Program for the last 30
years has been a great American suc-
cess. The Medicaid Program has been a
great American success. Let me give
you a few examples of that success.

In the early 1980’s, in many parts of
this country—I can speak specifically
for the American South—the rate of in-
fant mortality was a disgrace, rates of
infant mortality that were close to
those that would be found in some of
the less-developed nations of the world.
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In that period, leaders in the South de-
cided that they wanted to have a dif-
ferent legacy for the future.

So under the leadership of Governors
such as Lamar Alexander of Tennessee,
Bill Clinton of Arkansas, Governor
Dick Riley of South Carolina, who was
designated to be the chair of a task
force in the South on the children of
the South, Governor Riley made a se-
ries of recommendations which were
adopted by most of the Southern
States. But the keystone recommenda-
tion was that the South should take
steps to reduce its infant mortality by
substantial increases in its commit-
ment to appropriate prenatal care, care
for pregnant women, care for infants,
and care for children in those critical
early days of life.

The effect of that program 10 years
later has been a dramatic reduction in
infant mortality in the South, and be-
cause of that, a significant reduction in
infant mortality in the United States,
approximately a 20-percent reduction
in the number of children who were
born without life or with a life that
was less than it might have been.

Mr. President, Medicaid was an abso-
lutely critical component of that effort
to reduce infant mortality in our Na-
tion, and because of it, there are lit-
erally hundreds of thousands of boys
and girls who are alive today, living
lives that have great promise and op-
portunity.

Medicare is an American success
story. Medicaid has also allowed older
Americans to live a life of dignity and
respect when otherwise they would
have been consigned to the same condi-
tion of their parents and grandparents.
To get old in America and to be poor in
America was to be without dignity and
respect.

You say, ‘‘Why is this true of Medic-
aid? I thought it was Medicare that
provided services for older Americans.’’
The fact is the two programs work in a
very compatible manner. Medicaid, for
those elderly who are unable to pay
their premiums for Medicare, pays
those premiums. It allows the indigent
elderly to continue to have access to
Medicare physician services. For those
indigent elderly who cannot pay their
prescription medication, Medicaid pays
for their prescriptions so that they can
have access to the modern miracles
that make life possible and make a
quality of life possible.

For many Americans, it is Medicaid
which provides access to long-term
care, whether that be in a community
setting or in an institutional setting
such as a nursing home. As the Senator
from California has pointed out, most
Americans who are in nursing homes
today—over two out of three—receive
their nursing home monthly payments
through the Medicaid Program.

Medicaid is an American success
story for older Americans. Medicaid is
an American success story because it
has served as the fundamental safety
net under millions of poor children who
without Medicaid would be without
any financing for their health care.

In 1980, of all Americans who were
employed, approximately 65 to 70 per-
cent were employed in a workplace
which provided health care coverage
for themselves and for their families.
That was part of what we thought was
the American dream, that if you
worked hard and you supported your
family, you would have access to and
the capacity to afford to acquire health
care. We in Congress promoted that by
providing very favorable tax treatment
for employer-provided health care ben-
efits. But since 1980, there has been a
precipitous decline in the percentage of
Americans who are covered at this
point of employment with health care.
Today that number is below 60 percent,
and the estimate is that in the foresee-
able future it will drop below 50 per-
cent. Less than half of the Americans
who are working will be securing their
health care through their place of em-
ployment.

The result of this has been literally
millions of low-income, not only the
employees themselves but even more
the dependents of those employees,
their spouses and their children, with-
out health care coverage.

What has happened is that as these
people fell into medical indigency, it
was Medicaid which came to their res-
cue, and it has provided them with ac-
cess to health care coverage. If it had
not been for Medicaid, we would not be
a nation today with some almost 40
million Americans without access to
health care financing; we would be a
nation with 45 to 50 million Americans
without access because persons who
had lost their coverage are able, and
particularly their dependents are able,
to get it through the Medicaid Pro-
gram.

So the Medicaid Program has been an
American success story. Because of
that we should not be talking, as is
suggested in the Republican proposal of
1996, as it was in the Republican pro-
posal of 1995, about an amputation of
Medicaid. Rather, we should be talking
about thoughtful reforms that will pre-
serve the fundamental values of the
system while making it stronger and
better and more adapted to some of the
current changes in health care deliv-
ery.

What are some of the fundamental is-
sues in that reform of Medicaid? One is,
should we maintain the basic national
partnership between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the State governments in
the financing and delivery of Medicaid
services?

There are those who would suggest
that that partnership is an anachro-
nism, that it has had its day, but now
we should amputate it, cut it off. Let
us look for some new mutation to take
its place, and that new mutation is
going to be some form of block grants
where the Federal Government’s role is
essentially consigned to that of being a
check writer that on the October 1 will
write 50 checks, send them off to the
State capitals of America and with
very little involvement wash its hands
of the Medicaid Program.

The irony of this proposal, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that the very people who make
it with such ardor frequently on other
issues look, as one of their political
North Stars, to former President Ron-
ald Reagan and suggest that he is in
many ways the father of modern con-
servative political thought.

Would Ronald Reagan have supported
a program of block grants to the States
for Medicaid? As my colleague from
California, who no doubt had an oppor-
tunity to observe former Governor and
then President Reagan over a number
of years, will certainly know, the an-
swer is no, because what President
Reagan proposed was that rather than
Balkanize Medicaid, Medicaid should
be federalized.

He had a couple of compelling rea-
sons why he thought that should be the
case. The first was that as a Califor-
nian he recognized the fact that if you
had differentials in standards, there
was a tendency for a mobile population
of poor people to seek out those com-
munities that had the most generous
standards. In the 1960’s and 1970’s Cali-
fornia had among the most generous
standards in the country and therefore
served as a magnet for persons to come
in the State in order to access those
standards. So one rationale of Presi-
dent Reagan was that we needed to
have greater uniformity in order to
avoid this inducement to move.

A second rationale which I think is
extremely relevant today is that Presi-
dent Reagan recognized that Medicaid,
which had started as being primarily a
program for poor children and their
families, was increasingly becoming a
program for the frail elderly. In my
State today about 60 to 70 percent of
the Medicaid funding is spent on people
over 65, a very high percentage spent
on people over 85. So President Reagan
felt that we needed to relook at both
Medicare, the health care financing
program for the elderly, and Medicaid,
the program for the indigent, and at-
tempt to rationalize, harmonize, knit
those two programs more effectively
together, and that that knitting to-
gether would occur with more likeli-
hood if Medicaid was a Federal pro-
gram than if it were distributed to the
States.

Mr. President, I think those two rea-
sons of President Reagan were compel-
ling in the 1980’s and, if anything, they
are even more compelling today. So it
is somewhat of a shock now to see that
the descendents of the philosophy of
Ronald Reagan want to go exactly in
the opposite direction from his advice,
and that is to remove the Federal Gov-
ernment as a continuing partner in
this national program of Medicaid.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield for a ques-
tion for a second?

Mr. GRAHAM. The Senator from
Florida is close to being through, and
at the conclusion of my remarks, I will
be pleased to yield.

The second point is that the Medicaid
Program requires a base of financing in
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order to meet its current needs and to
be able to assume the new responsibil-
ities which clearly lie just over the ho-
rizon. As the Senator from Massachu-
setts pointed out, the proposal of the
Republicans will reduce the total funds
available for Medicaid over the next 7
years not just by the some $70 to $80
billion that will be eliminated at the
Federal level but by a figure of close to
$250 billion because the amount that
will be asked of the States in their con-
tribution to participate in the Medic-
aid Program will be so reduced.

Mr. President, I do not believe any
serious analysis of the challenges fac-
ing Medicaid could come to the conclu-
sion that we can meet the health care
needs of Americans with a $250 billion
reduction in funds available in the fun-
damental safety net program of our na-
tional health care system, Medicaid. In
fact, there are a number of factors that
are going to put Medicaid under great-
er pressure. One of those factors is the
fact that we have a growing number of
children and adolescents in our popu-
lation.

To give just one statistic, last year
America graduated approximately 2.5
million students from its high schools.
Within less than 9 years, we will be
graduating over 3 million children
from our high schools, as an indication
of this surge of youth that is coming
through our society, who in addition to
having education needs will also have
health care needs which Medicaid
would be the principal instrument for
meeting.

I ask the Senator from California if
she could yield an additional 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BOXER. I will do that.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. Also, there will con-
tinue, unfortunately, to be a decline in
the number of children covered by the
health insurance of their parents at a
point of employment. The population
will continue to age. More people will
be in the advanced ages, which is the
greatest source of additional cost to
the Medicaid Program. We are making
some policy decisions such as those
embedded in our recent vote on the im-
migration bill that are going to result
in greater demands on the Medicaid
system.

So there is no basis for the propo-
sition that we can meet all of these
challenges to the Nation’s health care
system and sustain a $250 billion cut in
the Medicaid Program, most of it being
a cut at the State level, not at the Fed-
eral level.

Finally, in the Medicaid system, one
area of reform that cries out is to treat
all States fairly. Today we have ex-
treme disparities in terms of the fund-
ing that is provided for the poor child,
the poor frail elderly, and the disabled
from one State to the next. Those dis-
parities are a function of history, the
fact that we have built up a practice of
inducing States to come into expanded

Medicaid services by the Federal Gov-
ernment, matching or more than
matching those State commitments.
Those States that had a sufficient level
of affluence to afford a more luxurious
system have developed that, and,
therefore, that has led to substantially
higher amounts of Federal support for
their Medicaid programs than for the
less affluent States.

We also have the situation in which
certain States severely abused a pro-
gram that had a good purpose: to rec-
ognize the special cost of hospitals that
served large numbers of indigent Amer-
icans. Those hospitals were to be recog-
nized by getting a disproportionate
share of Medicaid funds in order to
pick up some of that cost that was oth-
erwise uncompensated. Unfortunately,
that program was severely abused by a
handful of States and resulted in ex-
treme distortions in where Federal
Medicaid money went, State to State.

The proposal we have before us would
largely freeze those past inequities into
place and would make us live with
them for the foreseeable future. The
amendment offered by the Senator
from California represents a clarion
voice for reform and fair treatment in
that all Americans should be assured
that they will be treated equally by
their National Government in terms of
their access to quality health care.

Those are some of the fundamental
issues we are dealing with. Are we
going to maintain the Federal-State
partnership which has served us so well
in reducing infant mortality, providing
dignity for older Americans, providing
a safety net under an increasingly
frayed system of employer-based
health insurance? Are we going to
maintain an adequate funding basis at
both the Federal and the State level to
meet increasing demands on our Medic-
aid Program? And are we going to treat
all Americans, wherever they live, fair-
ly?

The amendment that is offered by
the Senator from California meets
those tests of fundamental fairness and
vision for the future of America. The
underlying proposal fails on all of
those tests.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment of the Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California.
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank

my friend from Florida, the former
Governor and distinguished U.S. Sen-
ator. He is on this floor with, I think,
very important advice for Senators. It
is fiscally responsible. He understands
that when you help people who are try-
ing to help themselves, when you help
people who deserve help, people who
have such problems, disabilities, infir-
mities, that in fact you are doing the
right thing. I thank him very much for
his leadership on this.

I say to my friend from Tennessee,
that concludes our discussion of this
amendment. I will be very happy to
yield the floor at this time for him if

he wishes to rebut. But I again urge my
colleagues to look carefully at the
Democratic budget, at the Breaux-
Chafee budget—or Chafee-Breaux budg-
et, as it is called—and the Republican
budget. You will see that two out of
three of these budgets believe in this
amendment, believe strongly in this
amendment. I hope those who support
both the Democratic proposal and the
Chafee-Breaux budget proposal will
support this amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee.
Mr. FRIST. Does the distinguished

Senator from California yield back the
remainder of her time?

Mrs. BOXER. If my friend is going to
speak and wishes to debate this, I have
no need to take any amount of time
other than to rebut, perhaps, some of
his comments if I feel I need to do so.
It is not my intention to prolong this
debate.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the amendment of the Senator
from California for a number of rea-
sons. Fundamentally, this particular
amendment results in more taxation
and more spending. The case I would
like to lay out is that that increased
taxation and increased spending is un-
necessary. It is unnecessary.

Let me say at the outset, we have
heard a lot from people who care very
much about this Medicaid Program.
The Medicaid Program is something
that I, too, care very much about. I
have worked with Members on both
sides of the aisle to guarantee that we
preserve what is a very good program
that has served millions of people, both
today and over time.

My role as a public servant, as a U.S.
Senator, is one hat that I wear, but in
addition to that perspective, I wear the
hat of a physician who has taken care
of the very people that we have heard
talked about tonight. It hurts me when
people use words like ‘‘walk away from
children.’’ I have dedicated my entire
adult life to helping children, one on
one, as a physician, and to have words
like that used on either side of the
aisle hurts a great deal.

About 35 percent of the patients I
have treated over the last 18 years of
my life are Medicaid recipients. Night
after night I have sat at the bedside of
children, of mothers, of fathers, of peo-
ple who have benefited from a program
that served as a very important safety
net for people who otherwise might not
have access to care. It is to those peo-
ple I say, to hear this accusation, it is
not medagoguery, but it is close, when
we have these accusations of walking
away. Again, I am not sure it is in-
tended that way, but the fact we are
talking about the case of individuals,
of children, with accusations elevated
to that political—rhetorical, I think—
level hurts.

When we heard here words about cut,
and the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts used cut again and
again and again, and that is associated
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with the comments made about walk-
ing away from children and the ampu-
tation of programs—the growth rate in
our proposal is 6.5 percent next year,
the year after that, and the year after
that—6.5 percent annual growth rate.
That means an increase, not a cut,
year after year over the next 6 years.

I think, finally, the public at large
understands this is not a cut. It was
President Clinton who, 3 years ago, in
1993, in an AARP meeting out on the
west coast, said what we need to do for
this program, Medicaid, is slow the
growth from about 10 to 11 percent
down to two times inflation. That is
what we have done. A program that
gives flexibility to States, that covers
the people who need to be covered—and
I will come to that shortly—we have
slowed the growth to exactly what the
President said 3 years ago, down to
more than two times the rate of infla-
tion. Anybody who has taken time to
read what we proposed, it is 6.5 percent
growth, year after year.

The President’s plan is 7.1 percent. I
guess we can debate whether it should
be 7.1 or 6.5, but to say we are walking
away from children and we are cutting
or amputating programs, it is not true
and the American people are going to
see through that.

I do want to restate the ideas behind
the Medicaid reforms and the question
I was going to ask earlier of my col-
league from Florida, because he kept
saying this is a block grant to the
States. It is not a block grant. It is not
even close to a block grant.

No. 2, he talked about the dissolu-
tion, what is no longer a joint Federal-
State partnership. It is just not true. It
is not true. If you read what our as-
sumptions are in the concurrent budget
resolution, it is real simple. It basi-
cally says the committee’s rec-
ommendation assumes implementation
of a bipartisan—bipartisan—Medicaid
reform plan approved by 48 Governors
in early February. It was the unani-
mous consent of 48 Governors, who put
together the plan, which is the basis,
the foundation for the assumptions
which resulted in our proposal.

It is important to say that, because
the second half of the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from California
lists six principles. Let me say at the
outset that I agree with most all of
those principles. I think that is impor-
tant. I do not agree we have to increase
spending by $18 billion to accomplish
that, and I will come back to it.

But let me say what our plan—the as-
sumptions in the 48 Governors’ unani-
mous consent bipartisan plan which is
the foundation, the verbatim founda-
tion for our proposal—does. It is not a
cut, it is an increase. I have said that.
It is not a block grant, it is a Federal-
State partnership.

It is not walking away from children.
We cover the same populations, and I
will come back to that. We guarantee
coverage in this plan of low-income
children who I have taken care of; and
of pregnant women who I have taken

care of in the past; and of the senior
citizens who I have taken care of; and
the individuals with disabilities for
whom I am an advocate. We guarantee
coverage. Period.

No. 2, we maintain the Medicaid Pro-
gram as a matching program. Match-
ing, that means Federal and that
means State; a partnership; hand in
hand; money comes from both. It is not
a block grant to the States.

No. 3, we continue the Federal mini-
mum standards for nursing homes,
which were brought out in the prin-
ciples of my colleague from California.

No. 4, we continue Federal rules that
prevent wives or husbands from being
required to impoverish themselves just
to keep and obtain Medicaid benefits
for their spouses, requiring nursing
home care. We continue those Federal
rules. Period.

No. 5, we provide coverage of Medi-
care premiums and cost sharing pay-
ments for low-income seniors consist-
ent with the unanimous 48 Gov-
ernors’—at the National Governors As-
sociation—Medicaid policy. That is
what we do. Let us strip away the rhet-
oric.

The fundamental problem with Med-
icaid, because we do have a problem
with the program that does serve over
30 million people—we do have a prob-
lem. Let us step away and look at the
numbers, because we have the budget.
We have the assumptions I just talked
about, but let us go back to the num-
bers for one second.

The problem: Federal spending on
Medicaid has doubled over the last 5
years; $90 billion in 1995. It is 20 per-
cent of the State budget. That means if
you are a Governor today, anywhere
from 18 to as high as 23 percent of all
the money in your budget is going to
Medicaid. You can say, ‘‘Should it be 20
percent? Should it be 15 percent?
Should it be 25 percent?’’ None of us
can really answer that question. But
what we do know, if you have 20 per-
cent of your budget and the other 80
percent is being spent on crime and the
environment and education and roads
and police, that if you let that 20 per-
cent grow to 25 percent or 30 percent or
35 percent, what suffers? Education, en-
vironment, crime, police, roads.

So at some point, the Governors have
to sit back and say, ‘‘We have to do
something about a program that is
one-fifth of our budget that is sky-
rocketing year after year at the Fed-
eral level,’’ and by definition at the
State level, is doubling at least every 5
years. If you do not, schools are going
to get even worse, our environmental
protection is going to get worse, there
are going to be fewer police on the
streets.

So we have a problem. We all know it
is a problem. We are all trying to work
together, in a bipartisan way—at least
the Governors are, 48 of them—in ad-
dressing that problem.

This is why you do not have to raise
taxes $18 billion in this amendment
that has been put on the table. You do

not have to. Excessive regulation re-
sults in waste.

What has happened over the last 30
years in this program is that with our
good intentions in this body, Washing-
ton, DC, inside the beltway, we want to
help people. How do we do that? We do
that by coming to this floor and pass-
ing a layer of regulations, and the next
year, another layer of regulations put
on that, and then another layer of reg-
ulations, to where you get to 1996 and
you have a program with 50,000 regula-
tions telling you how to spend a health
care dollar, which is the taxpayers’ dol-
lar, in taking care of that child who I
had to do a transplant on or do a heart
operation on back at Vanderbilt Medi-
cal Center where I was 3 years ago be-
fore I came here.

That taxpayer dollar gets eaten up,
literally eaten up by the time it gets
down to the doctor-patient relation-
ship, and that is the problem we have.
It is excessive regulation and waste.

Somebody else has realized that. It is
not just us. Governor Bill Clinton, be-
fore the House Government Operations
Committee, December 8, 1990, I think
said it much better than I can. He has
been at this a lot longer than I have.
He knows how to say things, I think,
pretty well. He used the right words:

Medicaid used to be a program with a lot of
options and few mandates.

We are the ones who do the man-
dates.

Now it’s just the opposite.

Let us face the facts. He had it right
back in 1990, and in this proposal we
have today, we have it right. It is not
perfect, but it is a lot better than what
we have today.

Why do we have to spend another $18
billion, increase spending $18 billion,
increase taxes $18 billion, which is
what this amendment implies we have
to do? Our contention, and the conten-
tion of the Governors, is that if you
strip away the regulations, if you strip
away the requirements of dictating
that doctor-patient relationship, what
goes on, eligibility, out of Washington,
DC, if you strip away those 50,000 regu-
lations and you give much of that re-
sponsibility back to States and give
them the flexibility to run their pro-
grams, you can save money.

You do not have to cut, you can still
allow Medicaid to grow over 6 percent,
over twice inflation, which is what we
do, but you do not have to let it grow
at 15 to 17 percent a year.

Let me turn to this one chart just to
show you. Tennessee—and we have had
discussions on both sides of the aisle of
what are called 1115(a) waivers. It is
hard to get these 1115(a) waivers. I can
tell you, before I came to this Senate,
I went through that process with Ten-
nessee and it ain’t easy.

The 1115(a) waiver says, in essence,
we will let you, as a State, run a pro-
gram how you see best; we will give
you the flexibility, instead of mandat-
ing how you run it out of Washington,
DC, and let us see what you do.
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Tennessee applied for a waiver, re-

ceived that waiver and let me just
show you—it is not a perfect program,
and I am not going to be here defending
everything about the program—but let
me show you just the dollars and cents
of what can be done if you give those
Governors the responsibility, let them
design an appropriate program over
time.

This is the Medicaid expenditure
growth in the State of Tennessee. This
starts in fiscal year 1986, 1987, contin-
ues to 1992, 1993, and 1994. The yellow
bars are the percentage change in in-
creased expenditures in a State, the
overall program, joint State and Fed-
eral match.

You can see in fiscal year 1986, the
Medicaid Program in Tennessee was
growing at 21 percent, and it has hap-
pened in all of our States at varying
levels. In 1987, it grew at 16 percent; in
1988, it grew at 21 percent; in 1989, a
pretty good year, it grew at 14 percent;
it grew at 20 percent; 20 percent; 1993,
13 percent; 1992, 34 percent.

Think, if you are a Governor and
have a program growing on average
about 20 percent, which is this red line,
each and every year and you have your
budget, 20 percent a year, that part of
your budget is growing, all of a sudden,
you have to start saying, I can’t spend
as much on education, I can’t spend as
much on fighting crime, on putting po-
lice on the streets, because we’re grow-
ing at 20 percent per year.

In Tennessee, for the same amount of
money being spent, both at the State
and Federal level, by having these
50,000 regulations stripped away,
growth in 1994 was right at 1 percent
—1 percent. That overall budget about
$2.5 billion did not grow over the
course of 1 year. That shows what can
be done. It can be done if you give
States that flexibility.

That is why I oppose this amend-
ment. You do not have to charge it; $18
billion more in increased taxes and in-
creased spending.

Let me go back to one other chart
just to demonstrate what that actually
means. Again, we are talking dollars
right now. I am coming back to the eli-
gibility.

This is TennCare in yellow. This is
Medicaid in red, which is what would
have been projected if we had to still
live under the Federal regulations in
the State of Tennessee, which other
States have to live under. This is in
1994 when the program started. If you
look over time with TennCare, you can
see that cost and expenditures are con-
trolled, increasing, ironically, at a rate
of about 6.5 percent a year in the State
of Tennessee.

Look what it would have increased to
if we had to live under those excessive,
burdensome regulations. President
Clinton said it best back in 1990.

Someone might say, Well, I bet you
did it in Tennessee by not covering as
many people. You are not doing as
good a job. In some way you are cut-
ting back on benefits and cutting back

on services. The beauty is we do not
have to let taxes grow, and at 20 per-
cent of expenditures. In 1993, 89 percent
of the population was covered. This is
not very good. This is, of the entire
population, 89 percent of all Tennesse-
ans were covered.

By giving States the right to look at
their own programs, strip away their
regulations, for the same amount of
money, for the same amount of money
for controlled growth, we were able to
cover 94 percent of the population. It is
ironic; 89 percent was probably in the
lower 10 or 15 of all States of people
covered.

In 1994, Tennessee was the No. 1 State
in the country in terms of numbers of
people covered. Why? Because we were
able to cover more people for the same
amount of money by stripping away
these excessive Government regula-
tions. What? This proposal? We heard a
lot of things. A lot of it has been rhet-
oric.

What is actually in our proposal? I
have said, we are going to increase
Medicaid spending more than two
times inflation, at a rate of an average
annual growth of 6.5 percent. Is that a
cut? That is not a cut. We are going to
spend, in fact, $54 billion more than in
last year’s budget resolution.

So we have moved from the resolu-
tion last year. The President’s plan, as
I said, is 7.1 percent growth. The big
thing, I think, is that all of our as-
sumptions, all of our savings, are based
on the Governors’ Medicaid proposal. I
think this was missed in all of the ear-
lier comments when we talked about
block grants, we talked about no nurs-
ing home standards, we talked about
lack of eligibility.

Let me just tell you what the Gov-
ernors’ Medicaid proposal says.

Restructuring Medicaid. These are
our assumptions.

Eligibility. It is guaranteed for preg-
nant women up to 133 percent of pov-
erty. It is guaranteed for children to
age 6 to 133 percent of poverty; age 6
through 12 to 100 percent of poverty. It
is guaranteed for the elderly who meet
SSI income and resource standards. It
is guaranteed for individuals with dis-
abilities.

Benefits. The following benefits are
spelled out by the National Governors’
Association recommendation, which
was accepted. We based all our assump-
tions on adopting this plan. The bene-
fits remain guaranteed for in-patient
and outpatient hospital services, physi-
cian services, prenatal care, nursing fa-
cility services, home health care, fam-
ily planning services and supplies, lab-
oratory and x-ray services, pediatric
and family nurse practitioner services,
nurse midwife services, and early and
periodic screening and diagnosis treat-
ment services.

Nursing home reforms. Again, let me
say that in terms of the principles out-
lined in the amendment under discus-
sion, I agree with many of those prin-
ciples.

Nursing home reforms. What is in the
Governors’ plan which is our plan?

States will abide by the OBRA ’87
standards for nursing homes. States
will have the flexibility to determine
enforcement strategies for nursing
home standards and will include them
in their State plans.

Financing. We heard this statement
that this was a block grant to the
States. Each State will have a maxi-
mum Federal allocation that provides
the State with the Federal capacity to
cover Medicaid enrollees. The match
will continue.

We also have in that plan an insur-
ance umbrella. The insurance umbrella
is designed to ensure that States will
get access to additional funds for cer-
tain populations if, because of unan-
ticipated consequences, the growth fac-
tor fails to accurately estimate the
growth in the populations. Funds are
guaranteed on a per beneficiary basis
for those described below who are not
included in the estimates of their base
and their group.

In closing, Mr. President, I oppose
this amendment. I have made the point
that we do not need to spend and tax
$18 billion or more to accomplish the
goals that are laid out. I have shown,
in fact, how one State required zero
percent growth, not 10, 15, 20 percent
growth, and was able to treat, was able
to cover more individuals. We do not
need to tax more and we do not need to
spend more.

We heard of the amputation of pro-
grams. We heard of walking away from
children. I do hope we can stay away
from that rhetoric because I, as a phy-
sician—I am a Senator for awhile, but
basically I am a physician. I have
taken an oath, and I have lived my life
in the service of individuals, again,
with about a third of that population
being Medicaid recipients.

I want it there. I understand the
value of it to be there. I understand the
importance of this program and feel
that I, in a bipartisan way, with 48
Governors who put their proposal on
the table, can achieve the goals that
we all want, and that is to provide a
safety net for this population, for all
three populations who need Medicaid
over time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California.
Mrs. BOXER. I do not intend to take

a great deal of time at all, but I just
want to make certain points in re-
sponse to my friend from Tennessee.

He said it hurt him to hear Senators
on this side—and I guess he was
quoting me—say their budget, the Re-
publican budget, is walking away from
children and poor seniors. When I made
that remark, I said specifically, I know
no one intends that to be the case. I
just happen to believe it is the case. I
do not think anyone intends to hurt a
child. To hurt a child with spina bifida,
to hurt a child in a wheelchair, to hurt
a senior citizen who depends on others
in nursing homes—no one would ever
want to hurt those people.
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I just happen to believe that is the

outcome. I am not alone in this. I am
not alone in this. I am going to talk a
little bit about who on the Republican
side of the aisle would like to add even
more back than Senators GRAHAM,
KENNEDY, DORGAN, and I are adding
back.

So when I say I think this Repub-
lican budget, in terms of its Medicare
cuts—I call them excessive cuts—walks
away from kids, I do not mean it to
hurt any Senators. I am saying it be-
cause I think in pragmatic terms it is
going to hurt kids and people who are
quite vulnerable.

I heard the Senator say that he is
proud of the Governors and that they
decided they would cover children and
they would cover the seniors who are
disabled and they would cover pregnant
women. I am very glad that they want
to. But I would have to take it another
step. If the Senator believes it so im-
portant to cover pregnant women, if
the Senator believes it is so important
to cover the disabled and the seniors in
nursing homes, then why do we not do
it as Americans, as a national Govern-
ment, and not leave it up to 50 States?
Because, let me say this, States can
say one thing today. They could be hit
with a natural disaster tomorrow, and
simply not have the wherewithal to do
the job.

You know, when States want to get
block grant funding, they may say one
thing, and a few years later, change
their mind. Why does the Senator
think we have Federal nursing home
standards? It is simply because the
States set the standard, and there was
scandal after scandal after scandal.
And there were hearings.

I do not know what condition the
Senator’s State was in, but I can tell
you in my home State, there were
scandals. Seniors were scalded in bath
tubs and were drugged. I know the Sen-
ator from Oregon, who has been a
champion for senior citizens, knows
about those stories. We saw spouses be-
coming impoverished. We saw adult
children of those nursing home resi-
dents becoming impoverished. We
worked hard over in the House, he and
I, with HENRY WAXMAN—and I remem-
ber it well—and BARBARA MIKULSKI
over here on this side. We said never
again will that happen.

Now the Senator from Tennessee
says, is it not great that Governors
care. I believe that Governors care. But
so do I. I happen to be a U.S. Senator.
He happens to be a U.S. Senator. We
have a chance in the U.S. Senate to say
it is important to have Federal nursing
home standards and enforcement.

I also would like to say this. My
friend says this is a very expensive pro-
posal, $18 billion. Does he know that
Breaux-Chafee, a bipartisan proposal in
this U.S. Senate, adds $31 billion more
to the Republican budget? Does he
think those people are spendthrifts?
Does he think Senator BENNETT, Sen-
ator BOND, Senator BROWN, Senator
CHAFEE, Senator COHEN, Senator GOR-

TON, Senator JEFFORDS, Senator SPEC-
TER, Senator SIMPSON, Senator SNOWE,
his colleagues on the Republican side
of the aisle are spendthrifts and do not
care about fiscal responsibility? I am
sure that he agrees with me that they
do care. Yet they are going to be $31
billion over the Republican budget.

In conclusion, I say this: This is not
about rhetoric. This is about adding
back $18 billion, when Breaux-Chafee
with all these Republican Senators
want to spend $31 billion more in that
same time period.

My friend talks about bipartisanship.
My goodness, our amendment is less
than their budget in terms of Medicaid.
Clearly, there are three proposals out
here dealing with Medicaid: The Re-
publican proposal, the Democratic pro-
posal, and Breaux-Chafee. The one, in
my opinion, that hurts children, and I
do not mean to hurt the Senator when
I say this, I just think it is a result of
his priority, that hurts seniors, that
hurts the disabled, happens to be the
Republican budget. That is why I hope
we can join hands together, all of us,
and support this amendment.

I know the hour is late and I thank
my colleague from Florida, my col-
league from Massachusetts, my col-
league from Oregon for his patience.

I yield the floor.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I oppose

the amendment. I disagree on the clos-
ing that this proposal hurts children. It
is a statement, but there is no data,
evidence, or suggestion given that it
hurts children. I said eligibility cov-
ered children to age 6 through 12 to 100
percent of poverty. This is a National
Governors’ assumption, proposals.

I guess we could say it hurts chil-
dren, but there is no evidence and no
data that it hurts children. I see noth-
ing, having taken care of children with
my hands in a Medicaid Program, I see
nothing, nothing, in this proposal that
hurts children. Walk away from kids,
hurting children—I guess we will just
disagree on that.

The Senator from California did
strike—I think, again, this is a dif-
ference we will not agree upon, but
when she has argued that it takes a na-
tional program, a National Govern-
ment, to be able to protect children——

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
I said national standards, not a na-

tional program. I said national stand-
ards.

Mr. FRIST. If the statement was na-
tional standards, let me just say that
the standards in the Governors’ pro-
posal are basically standards that will
be carried out by every State. That is
part of the assumption. If it is just na-
tional standards, we are OK.

My feeling was at a national level it
took us to best decide how to take care
of people in Tennessee or in Washing-
ton State or in Alabama or Mississippi.
That is a fundamental difference, I be-
lieve. I think the more we can do at the
State level and at the local level, the
better. That is where accountability
will rest.

I argue strongly that this body,
Washington Government, Washington,
DC, is not the body that can best cover
children or protect children or prevent
people from hurting children. I argue it
is the people closest to home, that it is
the Governors, it is the local govern-
ments that can best watch after our
children. That is a fundamental dif-
ference.

Third, on the Chafee-Breaux, Breaux-
Chafee proposal, we have not had that
presented yet. I do not know what the
dollar figures will be. There are some
assumptions that it might be that re-
form is delayed a year. I have heard
that mentioned in these particular pro-
posals. I cannot comment. I do not
know the fact that they spend more
makes it a better program. I argue that
increasing at 6 percent a year based on
what we have seen in at least one
State, in Tennessee, we can accomplish
all of our goals without this radical in-
crease in taxation, more taxation and
more spending.

Last, we will come back to the word
‘‘bipartisan.’’ I have already mentioned
from where we were in the budget reso-
lution last year, we have shifted $54
billion already. I will say what we have
endorsed is a bipartisan plan that Gov-
ernors together came and endorsed.
That is 100 percent of the assumptions
we put in our budget. That is biparti-
san. We have endorsed that. That is the
basis of our assumptions.

With that, I hope when we do vote on
this amendment, again, agreeing with
many of those principles laid out, but
arguing that many, if not most of
those proposals are spelled out in this
very document which we have en-
dorsed, that we do not need that in-
creased spending. It is unnecessary.

Mr. President, could I ask my col-
league from California if she is willing
to yield back her time?

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield
back all my time on this. I assume, I
say to my friend, that we will be voting
on this amendment on Tuesday. Is that
correct?

Mr. FRIST. I understand it will be
stacked on Tuesday.

Mrs. BOXER. I also ask unanimous
consent that each side be allowed 1
minute before the vote to explain the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be laid aside so the Senator from
Oregon can offer an amendment.

Mr. FRIST. I yield back all my time.
AMENDMENT NO. 3984

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk for immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN], for

himself and Mr. KERRY, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3984.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING REV-

ENUE ASSUMPTIONS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) Corporations and individuals have clear

responsibility to adhere to environmental
laws. When they do not, and environmental
damage results, the federal and state govern-
ments may impose fines and penalties, and
assess polluters for the cost of remediation.

(2) Assessment of these costs is important
in the enforcement process. They appro-
priately penalize wrongdoing. They discour-
age future environmental damage. They en-
sure that taxpayers do not bear the financial
brunt of cleaning up after damages done by
polluters.

(3) In the case of the Exxon Valdez oil spill
disaster in Prince William Sound, Alaska,
for example, the corporate settlement with
the federal government totaled $900 million.

(4) The tax code, however, currently allows
polluters to fully deduct all expenses, includ-
ing penalties and fines associated with these
settlements. In the case of the Exxon Valdez
disaster, deductibility on that settlement at
the current corporate tax rate will result in
$300 million in losses to federal tax collec-
tions . . . losses which will have to be made
up through increased collections from tax-
ation of average American families.

(5) Additionally, these losses also will
make it more difficult to move aggressively
and successfully toward a balanced federal
budget.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—assumptions in this reso-
lution assume that revenues will be in-
creased by a minimum of $100 million per
year through legislation that will not allow
deductions for fines, penalties and damages
arising from a failure to comply with federal
or state environmental or health protection
laws.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this
amendment which I offer tonight with
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts would
put the U.S. Senate on record as saying
that it is time to end tax writeoffs
under our Tax Code for polluters.

We know our country wants the Sen-
ate to get serious about balancing the
budget. I know this has been a slow
moving exercise in the past. They want
a serious sprint to balancing the budg-
et. I believe it is possible to make real
progress in balancing the budget. I said
in my campaign that I believe you can
balance the budget, just the way Or-
egon families have to balance their
budget.

Under the proposal that I offer to-
night, if it had been law over the last
6 years, about $500 million would have
gone to reducing the deficit simply by
ending tax writeoffs for those who pol-
lute in our country.

What happens today, even though we
want a polluter-pay philosophy with
respect to environmental protection,
what we do is under the tax law pro-
vide a Macy’s basement discount for
those who actually have to pay pen-
alties.

So what I am proposing tonight with
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts, is
basic tax fairness. Under our amend-
ment, no longer would average working

families pay more on their taxes just
because the polluter has received a
writeoff on their tax return. What we
propose is to put the Senate on record
that all revenues collected, when you
have the kind of current tax treatment
for these penalties, would go back to
the Treasury. It would not go into the
pockets of the polluter.

Let me talk, for a moment, about the
way it works today under our tax laws.
If you have a polluter who violates the
Safe Drinking Water Act, a statute
that assures that the water our kids
drink is safe, they then have to pay a
penalty. But under the Federal tax
laws, they get a tax break for that pen-
alty that they would be paying.

The Clean Air Act assures that the
air our families breathe is pure. But if
a polluter violates it and pays a pen-
alty, they get another tax break when
they violate that important environ-
mental law.

The Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act protects our communities
against hazardous waste. When a pol-
luter violates that statute, they have
to pay a penalty under the law, but
they get a tax break under the Tax
Code when they do so.

The CERCLA Act is the one designed
to clean up our Nation’s Superfund
sites, some of the most hazardous and
dangerous waste in our country. When
a polluter violates those laws, they pay
penalties, and, again, get tax writeoffs.

The Oil Pollution Act is a particu-
larly important example of why this
change Senator KERRY and I propose
tonight is needed. The Oil Pollution
Act seeks to guard against devastating
oil spills like the Exxon Valdez. In the
case of the Exxon Valdez disaster in
Prince William Sound, the polluter
agreed to a settlement of approxi-
mately $900 million. The defendant in
that case took an immediate $150 mil-
lion tax deduction. Over the course of
that 10-year payout on that particular
settlement, you have a polluter that is
going to be able to write off nearly $300
million of the total cost.

Now, some are going to argue that it
makes sense to provide a tax deduction
as an incentive for polluters to some-
how settle these damage suits. I argue
that the knowledge that these pollut-
ers are going to pay the full freight of
their damage is a lot more than incen-
tive for them to comply with the envi-
ronmental laws and get serious about
cleanup. I do not think it provides any
real incentive if you allow people to
write off on their taxes when they vio-
late the environmental laws and have
to pay penalties. I think it erodes the
fairness of the Tax Code when you pro-
vide almost unlimited deductibility ar-
rangements for the polluters, where
they get a discount of everything they
pay up to 34 percent.

Now, the fact is, Mr. President, that
all of the major environmental organi-
zations are in support of this particular
amendment. They have said this is one
of their priorities with respect to the
environment and this budget resolu-
tion.

Every Member of this body who cares
about tax fairness ought to support
this amendment. I do not see how a
Member can go and stand up at a com-
munity meeting, a town hall meeting
in their own home State, and justify,
at a time when we are seeing pressure
for deficit reduction and many valu-
able programs cut, allowing a tax
writeoff of up to 34 percent when you
have somebody violating environ-
mental laws and paying a penalty as a
result.

So, Mr. President, if the manager for
the majority is prepared to yield back
time on the amendment, I am prepared
to yield back time, as well. Let me see
what the desire of the majority is.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will
yield back my time, as well.

Mr. WYDEN. I yield back my time,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE DEATH OF ADM. JEREMY
BOORDA

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
was deeply saddened to learn today
that our Nation has lost one of its fin-
est Naval officers. Throughout his en-
tire career Adm. Jeremy Boorda
showed an incredible dedication to
serving his country. After joining the
Navy at the age of 17, Jeremy Boorda
became the first enlisted man to rise
through the enlisted ranks to become
the Navy’s top uniformed officer. His
outstanding record of service and
achievement should be remembered by
all of those who are called on to defend
their nation and will stand as an out-
standing example of how a man
through dedication and sacrifice can
achieve great things. My wife and I had
the pleasure of knowing the admiral
and I send my condolences to his wife
Bettie and their four children in this
difficult time.
f

ADM. MIKE BOORDA

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
to pay tribute to the life of Admiral
Mike Boorda. He was one of our Na-
tion’s finest military officers. He was
also a friend, whose counsel and advice
I often sought—and always respected. I
send my deepest sympathy to his wife
Bettie and their children. They are in
my prayers.

One of my strongest memories of Ad-
miral Boorda is from my visit to
Bosnia. The admiral was called away
from dinner because of the terrible
bombing of the market place in Sara-
jevo. I went with him to the operations
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center where he monitored intelligence
reports and oversaw the American re-
sponse. I was so impressed with his
courage and professionalism. I saw first
hand that our Navy was in good hands.

Admiral Boorda was the first sailor
to rise through the ranks from enlisted
sailor to four star admiral. Going from
seaman to Chief of Naval Operations
was an extraordinary accomplishment
that served as an inspiration for young
sailors in the fleet.

He learned a lot along the way. He
cared about the welfare of every man
and woman in our Armed Forces and he
cared deeply about the United States
Navy.

We have all heard stories about how
he cut through redtape to help improve
the lives of individual sailors. I remem-
ber one story in particular. A young
sailor said he needed to be reassigned
so that his child could receive proper
medical care. Admiral Boorda saw that
it was done immediately.

He also cared deeply about the honor
and integrity of the United States
Navy. Perhaps more than anyone else,
he helped the Navy to change—to pro-
vide real opportunity and dignity for
women and minorities. I worked close-
ly with him after the Tailhook scandal
shook the Navy. He made sure that
there wasn’t a whitewash or a witch
hunt. He displayed the kind of honor
that is a model for all of us.

Admiral Boorda’s death is a tragedy.
But his life was a triumph. His con-
tributions to our Nation will live on
forever.
f

BUDDY ZAIS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we all
know the adage, that one is never too
old to learn. I would like to call atten-
tion to a very special Vermonter,
Buddy Zais, who embodies this truism.

Last Saturday, May 11, Buddy was
one of the 203 students to graduate
from Trinity College of Vermont. What
makes Buddy stand out in this crowd is
that he is receiving his bachelor of arts
degree in philosophy 63 years after at-
tending his first year of college at Bos-
ton University.

At the age of 80 years old, Buddy is
the oldest person ever to graduate from
Trinity College. In true form, Buddy
graduated with magna cum laude hon-
ors. Now that he has his bachelors de-
gree behind him, he is looking ahead to
the next challenge he will undertake. I
wish Buddy much luck in his next en-
deavor. I’ve been his friend for over 30
years and I’m so proud of him.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle from The Burlington Free Press
celebrating Buddy’s graduation be
printed in the RECORD.

On a final note, I must add that it
comes as no surprise to me that Sister
Janice Ryan, the president of Trinity
College of Vermont, was one of the
forces behind getting Buddy started
back on his degree. Sister Janice has
been a good friend for many years.
Buddy and I know only too well that

once she sets her sights on something
she makes sure it happens.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Burlington Free Press, May 12,
1996]

ONE TRINITY GRAD MAGNA CUM LATELY

(By Tamara Lush)

It took starting a business, raising a fam-
ily and the death of his wife before Bernard
‘‘Buddy’’ Zais decided to return to college.

Now, after 63 years, Zais has finally gotten
his college degree.

The 80-year-old Zais was one of 203 Trinity
College graduates Saturday at the school’s
71st commencement ceremony. Zais received
his bachelor of arts degree in philosophy, and
after the ceremony, had a few wise words of
his own.

‘‘I figured before I check out, I ought to
have a college degree,’’ said Zais, pausing to
hug other graduates old enough to be his
great-grandchildren.

As Zais—the oldest person to graduate
from Trinity—was handed his diploma, he re-
ceived a standing ovation from the hundreds
of people who attended the ceremony at the
Patrick Gymnasium.

Zais said he was prodded into going back
to school by Trinity College President Sister
Janice Ryan, who marked her final com-
mencement speech Saturday, following 17
years as the college’s top administrator.
Ryan is stepping down from her post this
summer.

Shortly after his wife Mary died in 1992,
Ryan asked Zais how he and his family were
doing. Zais reported his two grandchildren
had just gotten their college degrees. ‘‘That
means that all three of my grandchildren,
and my two children, and Mary, had a de-
gree, and I was the only one in the family
without one,’’ he said.

So Ryan asked Zais to apply to the school,
and even had an admissions counselor con-
tact him.

Zais, who formed a company called Health
Insurance of Vermont and had been an insur-
ance agent his entire working life, decided to
study philosophy with a concentration on
the Greek philosophers.

He received credit for the one year he had
gone to college—in 1933, he went to Boston
University and studied journalism.

Going back to school and spending time
with young people was one of Zais’ best life
experiences. ‘‘It was the most satisfying,
gratifying experience of my life, other than
raising my family,’’ he said. ‘‘It was much
important than my business life, much more
important than selling insurance.’’

And Zais, who graduate magna cum laude,
isn’t going to stop at one degree.

He is considering attending school for his
master’s and possibly his doctorate in philos-
ophy. To do that, he said, he might have to
go out of state because no Vermont school
offers those degrees in philosophy. ‘‘I’ll have
to go to Albany, Boston or McGill Univer-
sity,’’ he said. ‘‘Will I do it? Probably.’’

f

THE FDR MEMORIAL

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, thou-
sands of people come to Washington,
DC, each year to learn about the his-
tory of our country and the legacy left
to us by the great men and women that
have built the strongest, most powerful
nation the world has ever known—the
United States of America.

Our country’s finest hours have been
ones where prejudice and discrimina-

tion have been acknowledged and ad-
dressed. The key to our overcoming
and addressing discrimination has been
education and understanding.

The most recent debate over the FDR
Memorial is an opportunity for our
country to once again beat back dis-
crimination. Discrimination is not al-
ways blatant. Discrimination also in-
cludes exclusion.

I strongly believe that portraying
FDR in a wheelchair in one of the three
statues that are being built as part of
the memorial would be an incredibly
powerful statement to all who visit
this tribute to a great, vibrant, forceful
leader. The fact that FDR had polio
and spent most of his waking hours as
President working in his wheelchair
does not change any of these truths. In
fact, FDR’s disability was a great
source of his strength.

A main tenet of the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990 was to ensure
that the Federal Government plays a
central role in enforcing the standards
established in the act on behalf of indi-
viduals with disabilities.

In this effort, I hope that the FDR
Memorial Commission will depict
President Roosevelt as he was—a great,
courageous man who had polio and still
led our Nation.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from the New York Times and a
letter from eight of FDR’s grand-
children to Michael Deland and Alan
Reich of the National Organization on
Disability be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, May 12, 1996]
THE AIRBRUSH OF POWER

Most Americans are aware, if sometimes
vaguely, that Franklin Roosevelt was strick-
en by polio in 1921 and was unable thereafter
to stand unassisted. Yet there will be no vis-
ual reminder of this fact in the F.D.R. me-
morial due to be dedicated in Washington
next spring. On the contrary, he is to be
shown standing tall in one of three sculp-
tures planned for the seven-acre site on the
banks of the Potomac.

This fiction, however benign, is being pro-
tested by the National Organization on Dis-
ability, whose chairman, Michael Deland,
urges that at least one bronze image depict
F.D.R. as he often was, in a wheelchair.
Logic and sentiment support Mr. Deland.
But alas, the leaden weight of tradition
stands all too squarely behind the memorial
commission’s penchant for make-believe.

Through the ages, rulers of every stripe,
male and female, have sought to improve
upon or alter nature. The Egyptians led the
way. Ramses II was not content to show him-
self mowing down adversaries in scores of
battle friezes. His artists had to depict him
twice as big as everyone else. Going further,
Queen Hatshepsut, the first great female
ruler known to history, had herself rep-
licated in stone with a false beard, thus vis-
ually changing her sex.

Roman emperors and their wives were
tidied up in marble and bronze, their faces
deftly nipped and tucked on imperial coins.
European rulers in the Middle Ages invoked
theology to justify the lies of art. Every
monarch, it was said, is at once mortal and
incorporeal, so that in a higher realm all
were immune to the blemishes of the flesh.
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On their death, an image was carved delin-
eating their idealized features.

We learn through written records, not por-
traits, of Richard III’s crookback and Henry
VIII’s terminal corpulence. In art, Elizabeth
I is always the same iconic virgin queen; in
life, she banish mirrors from her palaces as
her hair thinned and her cheeks hollowed. In
the same spirit, Elizabeth II, who has turned
70, has firmly resisted suggestions that she
permit an updating on coins of her youthful
profile, as Queen. Victoria did after her Jubi-
lee in 1887.

By contrast, the Puritan regicide Oliver
Cromwell is said to have told the artist Lely:
‘‘Flatter me not at all. But remark all these
roughnesses, pimples, warts, and everything
as you see me. Otherwise I will not pay a far-
thing for it.’’ Yet this splendid story was
printed long after Cromwell’s death and may
be apocryphal, according to his biographer,
Anotonia Fraser. More characteristic was
Winston Churchill’s response to an unflatter-
ing portrait by Graham Sutherland. he hid it
away, Dorian Gray fashion. Some years later
his widow, Clementine, apparently burned it.

Presidential portraits in the White House
are a study in illusionist brushwork. Richard
Nixon resembles a scoutmaster, Lyndon
Johnson everybody’s kindly uncle, and John
Kennedy a saintly matinee idol. Interest-
ingly, a dark and gloomy portrait of Lincoln
is tucked from sight in the Lincoln bedroom.
It was painted in 1930 by Douglas Volk,
whose father, Leonard, once sculpted Lincoln
from life. The son’s haunting portrait, or a
copy of it, turns up in Oliver Stone’s film
about Nixon, who at one point talks to the
painting.

Official art, in real life, rarely speaks truth
to power. It would indeed be refreshing, even
liberating, for the memorial to show F.D.R.
as he was. According to Mr. Deland, who uses
a wheelchair himself, only two photographs
are known to survive showing Roosevelt in
the same device. This is the result of an un-
written protective rule among White House
photographers. Like the kings of old, and
most sitting politicians today, F.D.R. want-
ed his incorporeal self to linger in posterity’s
memory.

ANNE ROOSEVELT,
April 29, 1996.

DEAR MESSRS. DELAND AND REICH, Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt looms large in the
hearts and minds of many, including his
grandchildren who now survive. Some of us
knew him personally, but most of us did not.
We hold him in memory, as families will, as
a whole person whose life touched a nation
and whose affection still reaches us. We want
him to be remembered as he was, in all his
strength, courage and humanity.

It is quite clear that FDR developed his
strength of character, determination and dis-
cipline most distinctly as a result of his hav-
ing polio. He also became a more sympa-
thetic and modest person. He made a politi-
cal decision to downplay his disability be-
cause of his understanding of the role of pub-
lic perception and the norms of the day. At
times he did not.

But when it came to inspiring and encour-
aging others who were disabled—such as at
his beloved Warm Springs, Georgia, or with
amputees and wounded soldiers in wartime
hospitals—he freely showed himself in wheel-
chairs or on crutches, with braces. He was in
no way embarrassed by his disability. Life
was bigger than that.

Were he alive today we are convinced that
he would wish to have the people of this
country and the world understand his dis-
ability. He would be comfortable, possibly
eager, in light of current increased under-
standing of disability issues, to share aware-
ness of his and other types of disabilities and

others. We firmly believe that more factual
knowledge, particularly about and from pub-
lic leaders, encourages and inspires those
without disability to accept and support all
people, including people with disabilities to
live full, productive and joyful lives.

FDR’s commitment to leadership, to excel-
lence and to life, with a disability not well
understood by many, nor accepted by some,
sustained him and the Nation through one of
the most challenging periods in American
history. There is no better memorial than a
complete picture of who he was.

While we wish no delay in the construction
of the proposed memorial we urge an ade-
quate inclusion of all facets of the man as he
was, not as some think he ought to have
been.

Sincerely,
Anne Roosevelt, on behalf of Chandler

Roosevelt Lindsley, Christopher D.
Roosevelt, Eleanor Roosevelt
Seagraves, Franklin Roosevelt III,
Kate Roosevelt Whitney, Nina Roo-
sevelt Gibson, James Roosevelt, Es-
quire.

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, 4 years
ago when I commenced these daily re-
ports to the Senate it was my purpose
to make a matter of daily record the
exact Federal debt as of the close of
business the previous day.

In that first report (February 27, 1992)
the Federal debt as of the close of busi-
ness the previous day stood at
$3,825,891,293,066.80, as of the close of
business. The point is, the Federal debt
has since shot further into the strato-
sphere.

As of yesterday at the close of busi-
ness, a total of $1,289,803,057,697.20 has
been added to the Federal debt since
February 26, 1992, meaning that as of
the close of business yesterday,
Wednesday, May 15, 1996, the exact
Federal debt stood at
$5,115,694,350,764.00. (On a per capita
basis, every man, woman and child in
America owes $19,315.06 as his or her
share of the Federal debt.)

f

HONORING THE RICHARDSONS
CELEBRATING THEIR 50TH WED-
DING ANNIVERSARY

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, fami-
lies are the cornerstone of America. It
is both instructive and important to
honor those who have taken the com-
mitment of ‘‘til death us do part’’ seri-
ously, demonstrating successfully the
timeless principles of love, honor, and
fidelity. These characteristics make
our country strong.

I rise today to honor Mr. Kenneth
and Mrs. Barbara Richardson who on
June 9, 1996, will celebrate their 50th
wedding anniversary. My wife, Janet,
and I look forward to the day we can
celebrate a similar milestone. The
Richardsons’ commitment to the prin-
ciples and values of their marriage de-
serves to be saluted and recognized. I
wish them and their family all the best
as they celebrate this substantial
marker on their journey together.

NATIONAL NURSING HOME WEEK

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, during
National Nursing Home Week, May 12–
18, we celebrate the more than 100,000
people in Massachusetts who live and
work in our State’s 590 nursing facili-
ties.

Nursing facilities have become an in-
tegral part of our health care delivery
system, providing rehabilitative care
for individuals who expect to return
home as well as long-term care for the
chronically ill. Currently, about a
quarter of all Massachusetts residents
85 years of age and older need nursing
facility care. Approximately half of
these individuals suffer from Alz-
heimer’s disease. In addition, nursing
facilities also care for many younger
people, including severely disabled
children, individuals who have suffered
traumatic head injuries, and those who
depend on ventilators to live.

Nursing facilities also make an im-
portant contribution to the Massachu-
setts economy by providing jobs for
more than 55,000 people and adding
more than $2 billion to the local econ-
omy through wages and the purchase of
goods and services.

As our population ages and nursing
facilities assume an even more impor-
tant role, it is critical that we main-
tain the quality of care provided by
these facilities. Recent proposals to
dramatically reduce Federal Medicare
and Medicaid spending would have a
devastating impact on elderly and dis-
abled people in nursing facilities, 80
percent of whom rely on these two pro-
grams to pay for their care. In addi-
tion, we must maintain the protections
contained in the 1987 nursing home re-
form law, which have helped nursing
facilities to improve the quality of
services they provide to the Nation’s
1.5 million nursing facility residents.

National Nursing Home Week should
mark a renewal of our commitment not
only to the 55,000 elders and disabled
people who live in our State’s nursing
facilities, but also to the 55,000 nursing
facility employees who have dedicated
their lives to caring for our most vul-
nerable citizens. In honor of this week,
I salute all these employees whose con-
tributions are so important to the well-
being of so many in Massachusetts.

f

REQUEST FOR REFERRAL OF S.
1718

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 3(b) of S. Res. 400, I ask
that bill S. 1718, the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997, be
referred to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs so that the committee
can consider, among other things, pro-
visions of the bill relating to the estab-
lishment of the Intelligence Commu-
nity Senior Executive Service and the
establishment of a Commission to As-
sess the Organization of the Federal
Government to Combat the Prolifera-
tion of Weapons of Mass Destruction.
These specific provisions pertain to
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matters within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed with this state-
ment the text of a letter from both Mr.
GLENN, the ranking member of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs,
and myself advising the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of this action.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, May 13, 1996.
Hon. ARLEN SPECTER,
Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. BOB KERREY,
Vice Chairman, Select Committee on Intel-

ligence, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR ARLEN AND BOB: This is to advise

that we have requested sequential referral of
S. 1718, the intelligence reauthorization bill,
which was marked up by the Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence on April 30, 1996. Under
Rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Governmental Affairs
(the Committee) has jurisdiction over,
among things, the organization and reorga-
nization of the executive branch; Federal
Civil Service, including employee classifica-
tion, compensation, and benefits; and the or-
ganization and management of United States
nuclear export policy.

To this end, and pursuant to the authority
in section 3(b) of S. Res. 400, we have re-
quested that S. 1718 be referred to the Com-
mittee so that we may review provisions of
the bill pertaining to issues within the juris-
diction of this Committee. Further, we re-
quested that S. 1718 be referred to the Com-
mittee following its consideration by the
Senate Armed Services Committee, to which
the bill was referred on May 2, 1996.

With best wishes,
Cordially,

JOHN GLENN,
Ranking Minority

Member.
TED STEVENS,

Chairman.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting one nomination
which was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
f

REPORT RELATIVE TO THE NA-
TIONAL EMERGENCY WITH RE-
SPECT TO IRAN—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT—PM 146

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs:
To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby report to the Congress on
developments since the last Presi-

dential report of November 28, 1995,
concerning the national emergency
with respect to Iran that was declared
in Executive Order No. 12170 of Novem-
ber 14, 1979. This report is submitted
pursuant to section 204 of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). This report cov-
ers events through March 1, 1996. My
last report, dated November 28, 1995,
covered events through September 29,
1995.

1. Effective March 1, 1996, the Depart-
ment of the Treasury’s Office of For-
eign Assets Control (‘‘FAC’’) amended
the Iranian Assets Control Regula-
tions, 31 CFR Part 535 (‘‘IACR’’), to re-
flect changes in the status of litigation
brought by Iran against close relatives
of the former Shah of Iran seeking the
return of property alleged to belong to
Iran (61 Fed. Reg. 8216, March 4, 1996). In
1991, Shams Pahlavi, sister of the
former Shah of Iran, was identified in
section 535.217(b) of the IACR as a per-
son whose assets were blocked based on
proof of service upon her in litigation
of the type described in section
535.217(a). Pursuant to that provision,
all property and assets located in the
United States within the possession or
control of Shams Pahlavi were blocked
until all pertinent litigation against
her was finally terminated. Because
the litigation has been finally termi-
nated, reference to Shams Pahlavi has
been deleted from section 535.217(b). A
copy of the amendment is attached to
this report.

2. The Iran-U.S. Claims Tribunal, es-
tablished at The Hague pursuant to the
Algiers Accords, continues to make
progress in arbitrating the claims be-
fore it. Since my last report, the Tribu-
nal has rendered one award, bringing
the total number to 567. The majority
of those awards have been in favor of
U.S. claimants. As of March 1996, the
value of awards to successful U.S.
claimants from the Security Account
held by the NV Settlement Bank was
$2,376,010,041.91.

In February 1996, Iran deposited
funds into the Security Account, estab-
lished by the Algiers Accords to ensure
payment of awards to successful U.S.
claimants for the first time since Octo-
ber 8, 1992. The Account was credited
$15 million on February 22, 1996. How-
ever, the Account has remained con-
tinuously below the $500 million bal-
ance required by the Algiers Accords
since November 5, 1992. As of March 1,
1996, the total amount in the Security
Account was $195,370,127.71, and the
total amount in the Interest Account
was $37,055,050.92.

Therefore, the United States contin-
ues to pursue Case A/28, filed in Sep-
tember 1993, to require Iran to meet its
obligations under the Algiers Accords
to replenish the Security Account. Iran
filed its Statement of Defense in that
case on August 30, 1995. The United
States filed a Reply on December 4,
1995. Iran is scheduled to file its Re-
joinder on June 4, 1996.

3. The Department of State continues
to present other United States Govern-

ment claims against Iran and to re-
spond to claims brought against the
United States by Iran, in coordination
with concerned government agencies.

In November 1995, Iran filed its latest
Response concerning the United States
Request to Dismiss Certain Claims
from Case B/61. The United States had
filed its Request to Dismiss in August
1995 as part of its consolidated submis-
sion on the merits. Iran had previously
filed its initial response in July 1995,
and the United States filed a reply in
August 1995. Case B/61 involves a claim
by Iran for compensation with respect
to primarily military equipment that
Iran alleges it did not receive. Iran had
sought to purchase or repair the equip-
ment pursuant to commercial con-
tracts with more than 50 private Amer-
ican companies. Iran alleges that it
suffered direct losses and consequential
damages in excess of $2 billion in total
because of the United States Govern-
ment refusal to allow the export of the
equipment after January 19, 1981, in al-
leged contravention of the Algiers Ac-
cords. Iran’s November 1995 filing failed
to show why the Tribunal should not
dismiss immediately certain duplica-
tive or otherwise improperly pleaded
claims from Case B/61.

In December 1995, the Department of
State represented the United States in
hearings before the Tribunal on two
government-to-government claims. In
the first, Chamber Two heard oral ar-
guments in Case B/36, the U.S. claim
against Iran for its failure to honor
debt obligations created by the sale of
military surplus property to Iran
shortly after the Second World War. In
the second, also before Chamber Two,
the Department of State presented the
U.S. defense in Case B/58, Iran’s claim
that the United States is liable for
damage caused to the Iranian State
Railways during the Second World
War.

In January 1996, in Case B/1 (Claims 2
& 3), Iran filed its Rebuttal Memorial
Concerning Responsibility for Termi-
nation Costs, along with 20 volumes of
exhibits and affidavits. In this briefing
stream, the Tribunal is asked to decide
whether Iran or the United States is
liable for the costs arising from the
termination of the U.S.-Iran Foreign
Military Sales program after Iran’s de-
fault and its subsequent seizure of the
U.S. embassy in Tehran in 1979. The
United States is currently preparing a
comprehensive response to Iran’s brief.

In February 1996, the Departments of
State and Justice represented the Unit-
ed States in a hearing before the full
Tribunal in a government-to-govern-
ment claim filed by Iran. Case A/27 is
an interpretive dispute in which Iran
claims that the United States is liable
under the Algiers Accords for Tribunal
awards issued in favor of Iran against
U.S. nationals. The United States
maintains that its obligation under the
Algiers Accords is satisfied by the
availability of domestic judicial proce-
dures through which Iran can enforce
awards in its favor.
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Also in February 1996, Iran and the

United States settled Iran’s claims
against the United States filed before
the International Court of Justice con-
cerning the July 3, 1988, downing of
Iran Air 655 and certain of Iran’s
claims against the United States filed
before the Iran-United States Tribunal
concerning certain banking matters.
The cases in question were dismissed
from the International Court of Justice
and the Iran-United States Tribunal on
February 22, 1996. The settlement, inter
alia, fulfills President Reagan’s 1988
offer to make ex gratia payments to
the survivors of the victims of the Iran
Air shootdown. The survivors of each
victim of the Iran Air shootdown will
be paid $300,000 (for wage-earning vic-
tims) or $150,000 (for non-wage-earning
victims). For this purpose, $61 million
was deposited with the Union Bank of
Switzerland in Zurich in an account
jointly held by the New York Federal
Reserve Rank, acting as fiscal agent of
the United States, and Bank Markazi,
the central bank of Iran. Of an addi-
tional $70 million in the settlement
package, $15 million was deposited in
the Security Account established as
part of the Algiers Accords. The re-
maining $55 million was deposited in an
account at the New York Federal Re-
serve Bank, from which funds can be
drawn only (1) for deposits into the Se-
curity Account used to pay Tribunal
awards to American claimants or for
the payment of Iran’s share of the op-
erating expenses of the Tribunal, or (2)
to pay debts incurred before the date of
settlement and owed by Iranian banks
to U.S. nationals. Under the terms of
the settlement, no money will be paid
to the Government of Iran.

4. Since my last report, the Tribunal
has issued one important award in
favor of a U.S. national considered a
dual U.S.-Iranian national by the Tri-
bunal. On November 7, 1995, Chamber
Three issued a significant decision in
Claim No. 213, Dadras Int’l and Per-Am
Construction Corp. v. The Islamic Repub-
lic of Iran, awarding a dual national
claimant $3.1 million plus interest for
architectural work performed for an
Iranian government agency developing
a housing complex outside Tehran,
Iran.

The Tribunal held hearings in four
large private claims. On October 23–27,
1995, Chamber One held a hearing in
Claim No. 432, Brown & Root, Inc. v. The
Iranian Navy, involving contract
amounts owed in connection with the
construction of the Iranian Navy
Chahbahar and Bandar Projects in
Iran. On January 18–19, 1996, Chamber
One held a second hearing in claim
Nos. 842, 843, and 844, Vera Aryeh, et al.
v. The Islamic Republic of Iran, in which
allegations of fraud and forgery were
considered. Finally, the United States
Government filed a Memorial on the
Application of the Treaty of Amity to
Dual United States-Iranian Nationals
in three private claims before the Tri-
bunal: Claim No. 485, Riahi v. The Is-
lamic Republic of Iran, in Chamber One

on January 29, 1996; Claim No. 953,
Hakim v. The Islamic Republic of Iran, in
Chamber Two on February 27, 1996; and
Claim No. 266, Aryeh, et al. v. The Is-
lamic Republic of Iran, in Chamber
Three on February 29, 1996. The Memo-
rial argues that a good faith interpre-
tation of the ordinary meaning of the
1955 Treaty of Amity leads to the con-
clusion that it protects all persons
deemed to be U.S. nationals under U.S.
laws when they undertake activities in
Iran, regardless of whether they also
possess another nationality.

5. The situation reviewed above con-
tinues to implicate important diplo-
matic, financial, and legal interests of
the United States and its nationals and
presents an unusual challenge to the
national security and foreign policy of
the United States. The Iranian Assets
Control Regulations issued pursuant to
Executive Order No. 12170 continue to
play an important role in structuring
our relationship with Iran and in ena-
bling the United States to implement
properly the Algiers Accords. I shall
continue to exercise the powers at my
disposal to deal with these problems
and will continue to report periodically
to the Congress on significant develop-
ments.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 16, 1996.
f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–2636. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, the report of the texts of
international agreements, other than trea-
ties, and background statements; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–2637. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary of State (Legislative Af-
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a Presidential Determination relative
to the former Yugoslavia; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

EC–2638. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary of State (Legislative Af-
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to the International Traffic in
Arms Regulations; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC–2639. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary of State (Legislative Af-
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of U.S. government assistance to and
cooperative activities with the New Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet Union
for fiscal year 1995; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC–2640. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation entitled ‘‘The Bank for Economic Co-
operation and Development in the Middle
East and North Africa Act’’; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

EC–2641. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize consent to and authorize
appropriations for a United States contribu-
tion to the Interest Subsidy Account of the

successor (ESAF II) to the Enhanced Struc-
tural Adjustment Facility of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

EC–2642. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize consent to and authorize
appropriations for the United States con-
tribution to the fifth replenishment of the
resources of the African Development Bank;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–2643. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize appropriations for the
United States contribution to the tenth re-
plenishment of the resources of the Inter-
national Development Association; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–2644. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulations Management,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a final rule (RIN 2900–AH95) received on May
13, 1996; to the Comittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

EC–2645. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulations Management,
Department of Veterans Affairs, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a final
rule (RIN 2900–AH79) received on May 13,
1996; to the Committee on Veterans Affairs.

EC–2646. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation to
consolidate toxic substance health programs
with related preventive health programs; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC–2647. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a final rule
(received on May 9, 1996) relative to warning
statements for products containing or manu-
factured with chlorofluorocarbons and other
ozone-depleting substances; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC–2648. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Director of the Pension Bene-
fit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a final rule (re-
ceived on May 9, 1996) amending regulations
of Valuation of Plan Benefits in Single-Em-
ployer Plans and Valuation of Plan Benefits
and Plan Assets Following Mass Withdrawal;
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC–2649. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Employment Standards,
Department of Labor, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Af-
firmative Action and Nondiscrimination Ob-
ligations of Contractors and Subcontractors
Regarding Individuals with Disabilities’’
(RIN 1215–AA76) received on May 13, 1996; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC–2650. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Employment Standards,
Department of Labor, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Af-
firmative Action Obligations of Contractors
and Subcontractors For Disabled Veterans
and Veterans of the Vietnam Era; Invitation
to Self-Identify’’ (RIN 1215–AA62) received
May 13, 1996; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC–2651. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency,
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation
entitled ‘‘The Intelligence Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1997’’; to the Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

were submitted:
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By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on

Governmental Affairs, with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute and an amend-
ment to the title:

S. 1080. A bill to amend chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code, to provide additional
investment funds for the Thrift Savings Plan
(Rept. No. 104–274).

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on Armed Services, without amendment:

S. 1635. A bill to establish a United States
policy for the deployment of a national mis-
sile defense system, and for other purposes.

S. 1762. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fiscal
year for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.

S. 1763. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, and for
other purposes.

S. 1764. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for military
construction, and for other purposes.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. THURMOND:
S. 1762. An original bill to authorize appro-

priations for fiscal year 1997 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fiscal
year for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes; from the Committee on Armed
Services; placed on the calendar.

S. 1763. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, and for
other purposes; from the Committee on
Armed Services; placed on the calendar.

S. 1764. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for military
construction, and for other purposes; from
the Committee on Armed Services; placed on
the calendar.

By Mr. COVERDELL:
S. 1765. A bill to authorize substitution for

drawback purposes of certain types of fibers
and yarns for use in the manufacture of car-
pets and rugs; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BENNETT:
S. 1766. A bill to amend the Utah School

and Lands Improvement Act of 1993 to pro-
vide for lands for the Goshute Indian Res-
ervation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. HATCH:
S. 1767. A bill to harmonize the application

of the antitrust laws to professional sports,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GLENN:
S. 1768. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on certain fatty acid esters; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 1769. A bill to amend the Harmonized

Tariff Schedule of the United States to pro-
vide for duty-free treatment for certain inor-
ganic products used as luminophores; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. DOLE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
HELMS, and Mr. THURMOND):

S. 1770. A bill for the relief of Wayne T.
Alderson; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. DOLE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
HELMS, and Mr. THURMOND):

S. Con. Res. 59. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
President should award a medal of honor to
Wayne T. Alderson in recognition of acts
performed at the risk of his life and beyond
the call of duty while serving in the United
States Army during World War II; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BENNETT:
S. 1766. A bill to amend the Utah

School and Lands Improvement Act of
1993 to provide for lands for the
Goshute Indian Reservation, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.
THE GOSHUTE INDIAN RESERVATION BOUNDARY

ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1996

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am
introducing a bill to amend the 1993
Utah School and Lands Improvement
Act, Public Law 103–93. The purpose of
this legislation is to correct boundary
problems on the Goshute Indian Res-
ervation in Utah.

The Goshute Tribe is a federally rec-
ognized tribe whose reservation is lo-
cated on the western border of Utah.
Approximately one-half of the Goshute
Reservation is in Utah, the other half
is in Nevada. This legislation would
transfer about 8,000 acres of state land
to the Tribe along with about 400 acres
of public land administered by the
BLM.

The public law to be amended by this
bill was enacted without opposition in
1993. This law transferred approxi-
mately 200,000 acres of Utah state lands
to the federal government with the un-
derstanding that the federal govern-
ment would compensate the state in an
amount equal to the appraised value of
the transferred land. When the law was
passed, it was done so with the under-
standing that state lands located with-
in the reservation boundaries of both
the Navajo and Goshute Tribes would
be transferred to the United States to
be held in trust for the respective
tribes.

At that time, the Goshute tribe re-
quested that the Utah delegation ad-
dress a boundary issue on the reserva-
tion. After some initial negotiation,
the Tribe agreed to withdraw their re-
quest to address the boundary issue,
contingent upon a commitment that
we would resolve the issue at a later
date. Mr. President, I want to follow
through on that commitment now.

The ‘‘southern boundary issue’’ refers
to a block of land which consists of
8,000 acres in a very irregular shape.
Because of the remoteness and the con-
figuration of the tract of land, it is al-

most impossible to properly manage
and as a result, there have been several
instances of poaching and trespassing.
This legislation seeks to create a much
clearer and more definitive boundary.
The lands would be held in trust by the
Federal Government for the benefit of
the Goshute Tribe, which with the help
of the BIA will be able to regulate graz-
ing and other uses in the area. The
Tribe has agreed to be responsible for
the cost of appraisal of the additional
lands in the bill. This is quite a com-
mitment, given the limited resources
of the Tribe. I appreciate their willing-
ness to assume such a commitment.

The legislation is supported by the
State of Utah, Juab County, and the
Board of Trustees of the School and In-
stitutional Trust Lands Administra-
tion. From what I understand, the De-
partment of Interior does not oppose
the bill. Perhaps most surprisingly, the
Utah Wilderness Coalition does not op-
pose it either. The Goshute Tribe has
met at length with representatives
from this very vocal group and have
obtained their support.

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues
will support me in this effort to assist
the Goshute Tribe in creating a more
manageable border to their reserva-
tion.

By Mr. HATCH:
S. 1767. A bill to harmonize the appli-

cation of the antitrust laws to profes-
sional sports, and for other purposes.

THE PROFESSIONAL SPORTS PROTECTION ACT

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I like al-
most all Americans, am a fan of profes-
sional sports. We all enjoy following
the competition on the field and on the
hardwood and watching the perform-
ances of our favorite players. Even as I
make this statement today, my fingers
are crossed for the Utah Jazz in this
evening’s playoff game.

But professional sports is not just a
game, it is a business, and it is the fu-
ture of professional sports as a business
that my bill, the Professional Sports
Protection Act, seeks to address. I am
afraid that the current rash of fran-
chise relocations is only the symptom
of larger economic trends in profes-
sional sports. If these trends are al-
lowed to continue, we will see the same
fan disaffection that has occurred in
Major League baseball, with the result
that professional sports—one of our
growing national industries—will suf-
fer.

My bill will protect professional
sports by permitting the leagues—the
National Football League, the National
Basketball Association, and the Na-
tional Hockey League—to review and,
if necessary block, franchise relocation
decisions. Under some interpretations
of the antitrust laws, the professional
sports leagues may be liable for treble
damages for blocking franchise reloca-
tions. This prevents leagues from pre-
venting moves that are not in the best
long-term economic interests of the
sport because they have the threat of
billions of dollars in damages hanging
over them.
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As chairman of the Judiciary Com-

mittee, I am concerned about sports
not just because I am a sports fan, but
because I want to make sure that the
antitrust laws are properly applied to
professional sports—just as they should
be to any other business—to ensure
healthy competition and economic
growth. I am concerned that the cur-
rent ambiguous application of the anti-
trust laws to franchise relocation deci-
sions actually may suppress the
healthy competition and economic
growth that has characterized profes-
sional sports in our nation. My bill will
permit leagues to make these franchise
relocation decisions—which seem to
me to be, in this case, the decisions of
a single joint venture rather than of
economic competitors—without fear of
antitrust liability.

I understand that some fear that the
leagues might use their antitrust im-
munity in franchise relocation as le-
verage in other, unrelated areas. Some
think that the leagues might block a
franchise move unless the franchise fa-
vors certain policies and decisions in,
say, revenue sharing. I have addressed
this concern by providing for specific
standards that leagues are to consider
when reviewing a franchise move. If a
league considers a factor that is unre-
lated to the franchise move, then it
will be in violation of the law, and it
will not receive antitrust protection.
My bill also provides for judicial re-
view of these decisions, with proper
deference given to the league’s business
decisions, to ensure that the league has
not used the antitrust immunity to
abuse its authority.

Let me be clear that this is a narrow
bill. It does not contain several provi-
sions that were included in a House bill
reported out of the House Judiciary
Committee a few weeks ago. In par-
ticular, I am opposed to any provisions
that would force the sports league to
create new expansion franchises to re-
place teams that relocate. I do not be-
lieve that the Federal Government
should nationalize professional sports,
and I do not believe that it is in the na-
tional interest to take such intrusive
steps into the internal operations of an
industry such as professional sports.
My bill intends only to codify what I
believe is the proper interpretation of
existing antitrust law: that franchise
relocation decisions are not violations
of the antitrust laws, but instead are
the decisions of team owners who are
collaborating in the joint venture of a
sports league.

Some might question why Congress
needs to turn to this subject. Shouldn’t
we concern ourselves in Congress with
more important matters? Professional
sports is important to our nation. Ac-
cording to some estimates, the profes-
sional sports leagues, in the form of
Major League Baseball, the National
Football League, the National Hockey
League, and the National Basketball
Association, generate more than $5 bil-
lion in annual revenues in the United
States. There are literally tens of thou-

sands of people whose jobs depend on
professional sports. Professional sports
is one of America’s fastest growing in-
dustries, with numerous teams being
established in new cities, both in the
United States and overseas. Profes-
sional sports also generates billions of
dollars in revenue for other industries,
such as advertising, telecommuni-
cations, construction, and sports equip-
ment. And let us not forget the fun and
pleasure healthy professional sports
leagues bring to millions of fans both
in America and abroad.

But the improper application of Fed-
eral antitrust law to franchise reloca-
tion may end the rapid economic
growth in professional sports. I have
held hearings on this issue, as has my
good friend and colleague, Senator
THURMOND of South Carolina. Accord-
ing to the league officials, sports
agents and businessmen, economists
and law professors who testified, a po-
tentially destructive economic dy-
namic is behind the recent spate of
team moves. In order to win games,
teams must hire the best players. Be-
cause of the salary cap structure in
football, for example, the only way to
attract the top players is to offer large
bonuses and financial incentives. The
only way some teams feel they can pay
these salaries is to move to new cities,
in return for generous stadium reve-
nues and tax packages. This financial
imperative is fed by the desire of new,
up and coming cities that want the
prestige and the financial benefits of
having a major sports franchise located
in their area. This is ironic because
some economic studies indicate that
major league teams do not bring a sig-
nificant economic benefit to their new
cities.

Congress must address this dynamic
because it will injure interests of the
industry and of the fans. I was con-
vinced during my hearings that short-
sighted franchise relocations eventu-
ally will hurt professional sports. Pro-
fessional sports, after all, is a product
that is consumed by all of us, the
sports fans. If teams move around too
often, the fans will lose their enthu-
siasm and support for their teams. If
the fans lose interest, eventually the
overall economic pie created by the
sports will begin to decrease. Fewer
fans will attend the games or watch
them on television; fewer fans will pur-
chase merchandise; fewer children will
want to play the sport.

We have already seen a similar phe-
nomenon occur in major league base-
ball. After the strike, which canceled
the World Series and shortened the fol-
lowing season, fans began to lose inter-
est in baseball. Much of this was the
result of the owners, whose actions
against the players during collective
bargaining have shown an utter dis-
regard for the best interests of the
game and of the fans. The owners were
able to engage in their practices in
part because they benefit from a judi-
cially created immunity from the anti-
trust laws that has no basis in the law.

Accordingly, I have introduced legisla-
tion, which has passed the Judiciary
Committee, to remove baseball’s anti-
trust exemption, except in regard to
franchise relocation.

I intend that this bill will not move
forward until the problems in baseball
are addressed. Since it appears that the
same economic trends are affecting all
of the professional sports, then it
makes sense to provide the same anti-
trust standard to all of the leagues. It
also makes no sense for the other
leagues to operate under the rules of
the antitrust laws, while baseball can
operate in an anticompetitive fashion
free from the rule of law. The antitrust
exemption for baseball has been an em-
barrassing anomaly in antitrust law—
one that has led to profound distor-
tions in the sport. In the near future, I
will take action to ensure that baseball
and the other professional sports
leagues receive the same treatment.
Either this bill must be merged with
my baseball legislation, or baseball
legislation must be added to this bill.
Either way, the professional sports
soon will operate under a uniform anti-
trust standard.

I believe that the time for Congress
to act is now. We have already seen
several teams move in recent years,
and even more moves—the Cleveland
NFL franchise to Baltimore being the
most noteworthy example—are
planned. Professional sports should not
be a game of musical chairs, and fans
deserve better than to have their loyal-
ties treated with disrespect. As impor-
tantly, the sports industry deserves the
right to have a say in its destiny. Con-
gress has the chance now to address
this problem in its early stages, before
even greater dislocation, fan unhappi-
ness, and industry losses, occur. For
this reason, Congress should pass the
Professional Sports Protection Act in
1996, not years from now when it may
be too late.

By Mr. GLENN:
S. 1768. A bill to suspend temporarily

the duty on certain fatty acid esters.
LEGISLATION TO SUSPEND THE DUTY ON
IMPORTS OF CERTAIN METHYL ESTERS

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill to tempo-
rarily suspend the duty on imports of
certain methyl esters. These methyl
esters are used by Procter & Gamble in
the production of shampoo and other
personal care products. Formerly,
these products were eligible for the
Generalized System of Preferences
[GSP] program. However, as of January
1, 1997 Malaysia will no longer be eligi-
ble for GSP.

My legislation is drafted very nar-
rowly to cover only those very specific
methyl ester mixtures which P & G im-
ports from Malaysia. P & G’s methyl
ester imports are produced by a rel-
atively recent joint venture. The first
full year of the joint venture’s produc-
tion was 1994. The fact that there was
duty free treatment under GSP was an
important part of the decision to un-
dertake the joint venture. The joint
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venture located production at the
source of the raw material (palm ker-
nel oil) and results in a cost efficient
production process.

While there are several companies in
the U.S. that manufacture relatively
small amounts of similar methyl
esters, this production is almost en-
tirely consumed in the manufacture of
their own personal care products.
Hence no opposition to the proposed
duty suspension is anticipated.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself,
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. DOLE, Mr.
CRAIG, Mr. HELMS and Mr.
THURMOND):

S. 1770. A bill for the relief of Wayne
T. Alderson; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

PRIVATE RELIEF LEGISLATION

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President,
today I am introducing a bill and sub-
mitting a concurrent resolution, Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 59, that are
identical to legislation I introduced in
the House of Representatives in both
the 102d and 103d Congresses. As this
particular issue remains unresolved, I
again urge my colleagues’ consider-
ation and support.

The legislation I introduce today is
an effort to secure the Congressional
Medal of Honor for a Pennsylvania
resident, Mr. Wayne T. Alderson. The
legislation itself speaks to the back-
ground and experiences of Wayne
Alderson and equally to the need and
merit in extending the Congressional
Medal of Honor.

As you can see from a review of the
bill, Mr. Alderson acted meritoriously
in the line of duty as a private in Ger-
many during World War II and was rec-
ommended by his commander for a
Medal of Honor. Unfortunately, his pa-
pers were destroyed in a fire. The De-
partment of Defense has said that since
the statute of limitations expired in
1952, and that without a statement
from one of Mr. Alderson’s command-
ers, they cannot award him the medal.
An affidavit by Pfc. Daniel Parisi,
which verifies that Mr. Alderson’s com-
manders did indeed recommend him for
the medal, was not considered by the
Department as sufficient for them to
act.

Therefore, I am introducing legisla-
tion today that Mr. Alderson should re-
ceive a Medal of Honor. I am joined by
several of my colleagues in calling for
the extension of congressional recogni-
tion to Wayne for his service, valor,
and commitment to defending our
country in time of war and acting
meritoriously in the line of duty. I ap-
preciate Senators SPECTER, DOLE,
CRAIG, HELMS, and THURMOND joining
with me as sponsors of this legislation.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention and consideration of this legis-
lation.
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 288

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.

288, a bill to abolish the Board of Re-
view of the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 309

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 309, a bill to reform the concession
policies of the National Park Service,
and for other purposes.

S. 948

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 948, a bill to encourage organ do-
nation through the inclusion of an
organ donation card with individual in-
come refund payments, and for other
purposes.

S. 984

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
984, a bill to protect the fundamental
right of a parent to direct the upbring-
ing of a child, and for other purposes.

S. 1233

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1233, a bill to assure equitable cov-
erage and treatment of emergency
services under health plans.

S. 1401

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1401, a bill to amend the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977 to minimize duplication in regu-
latory programs and to give States ex-
clusive responsibility under approved
States program for permitting and en-
forcement of the provisions of that Act
with respect to surface coal mining and
reclamation operations, and for other
purposes.

S. 1578

At the request of Mr. FRIST, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. FEINGOLD], and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1578, a bill to amend the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002, and for
other purposes.

S. 1660

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. KOHL] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1660, a bill to provide for ballast
water management to prevent the in-
troduction and spread of nonindigenous
species into the waters of the United
States, and for other purposes.

S. 1661

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1661, a bill to specify that States may
waive certain requirements relating to
commercial motor vehicle operators
under chapter 313 of title 49, United
States Code, with respect to the opera-
tors of certain farm vehicles, and for
other purposes.

S. 1688

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1688, a bill to establish a National
Center for Rural Law Enforcement, and
for other purposes.

S. 1714

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LOTT], the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES], the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS],
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMP-
SON], and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BAUCUS] were added as cosponsors
of S. 1714, a bill to amend title 49, Unit-
ed States Code, to ensure the ability of
utility providers to establish, improve,
operate and maintain utility struc-
tures, facilities, and equipment for the
benefit, safety, and well-being of con-
sumers, by removing limitations on
maximum driving and on-duty time
pertaining to utility vehicle operators
and drivers, and for other purposes.

S. 1715

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON], and the Senator from Il-
linois [Mr. SIMON] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1715, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide a credit for adoption expenses, to
allow penalty-free IRA withdrawals for
adoption expenses, and to allow tax-
free treatment for employer provided
adoption assistance.

S. 1735

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
names of the Senator from Maine [Ms.
SNOWE], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] were added as
cosponsors of S. 1735, a bill to establish
the United States Tourism Organiza-
tion as a nongovernmental entity for
the purpose of promoting tourism in
the United States.

f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 59—RELATIVE TO A MEDAL
OF HONOR

Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. DOLE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
HELMS, and Mr. THURMOND) submitted
the following concurrent resolution;
which was referred to the Committee
on Armed Services:

S. CON. RES. 59

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),

Whereas Wayne T. Alderson served as a
private first class in the United States Army
in Germany during World War II;

Whereas, during the Rhineland Campaign
of such war, which was 4 days of close, fierce
combat from March 15 to March 18, 1945, Pri-
vate First Class Alderson singlehandedly
killed 43 enemy soldiers;

Whereas, according to The History of the
Third Infantry Division, Private First Class
Alderson was the 1st soldier from the United
States to cross into Germany on March 15,
1945;
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Whereas, on March 15, 1945, Company B of

the 7th Infantry Regiment, led by Private
First Class Alderson, crossed into Germany 1
mile south of Utweiler to surprise the enemy
troops and advanced through heavy, armed
resistance, machine gun crossfire, and a Ger-
man mine field;

Whereas, during such advancement, Pri-
vate First Class Alderson spotted and by-
passed a German bunker and machine gun
nest and entered into a close fire fight, kill-
ing 6 enemy soldiers;

Whereas, when a 2d enemy machine gun
impeded such advancement, Private First
Class Alderson volunteered to advance alone,
forged a stream, and waged a singlehanded
assault on the German machine gun crew,
killing all 5 of the crew as Second Lieuten-
ant Barbour and Private First Class Preston,
along with the other soldiers of Company B,
arrived to force the German enemy soldiers
to withdraw;

Whereas, Company B continued to advance
toward the town of Erching, where Private
First Class Alderson killed 2 enemy snipers
who were impeding the advance, and the
town was captured as the enemy troops re-
treated;

Whereas, Second Lieutenant Barbour and
Lieutenant Colonel Wallace stated that they
intended to recommend Private First Class
Alderson for high military decoration;

Whereas, on March 16 and 17, 1945, as Com-
pany B continued to attack and advance to-
ward the Siegfried Line, Private First Class
Alderson killed 4 enemy soldiers in close
house-to-house fighting, captured 3 German
prisoners, and led the prisoners, at great risk
to himself, past enemy positions to the head-
quarters of Company B, where vital informa-
tion concerning the defenses of the Siegfried
Line was obtained from the prisoners;

Whereas, on March 18, 1945, Private First
Class Alderson led Company B into its 4th
consecutive day of battle at the Siegfried
Line but then was cut off from the company;

Whereas, after Private First Class
Alderson was cut off from Company B, he
was unable to find safe cover and charged
forward, killing 6 enemy soldiers in a close
fire fight, then attacked the main entrance
of a German trench, killing 4 enemy defend-
ers before capturing the front end of the
trench;

Whereas, when the remnant of Company B,
which was in the front portion of the trench
under the command of Captain James Rich
and without radio contact, was about to be
overrun by a German counterattack, Private
First Class Alderson again volunteered to be
first scout;

Whereas Private First Class Alderson im-
mediately killed 4 advancing enemy soldiers
in bitter combat as he moved down the
trench and engaged a large German force
that was advancing in an adjoining and
interlocking trench;

Whereas Private First Class Alderson, who
was fully exposed and vastly outnumbered,
charged the enemy forces and entered into a
fierce fire fight with them at close range,
killing 12 enemy soldiers as the German
counterattack was repelled and the enemy
forces withdrew;

Whereas, in such action, Private First
Class Alderson received a serious head wound
from shrapnel when a Germany grenade
landed at his feet and exploded in his face;

Whereas the life of Private First Class
Alderson was saved by the valorous action of
Private First Class Preston, who covered the
body of Private First Class Alderson with his
own body and was fatally wounded in the
head by the bullet of a sniper;

Whereas Private First Class Alderson,
while he fought to remain conscious, crawled
back along the trench to brief Captain Rich
on the events that had occurred in the other
end of the trench;

Whereas Captain Rich stated his intention
to recommend to Colonel Heintges, the com-
mander of the 7th Infantry Regiment, that
Private First Class Alderson receive a medal
of honor;

Whereas such recommendation has been
verified by independent affidavit; and

Whereas Private First Class Alderson has
been waiting for more than 47 years to re-
ceive the medal of honor for which he was
recommended and which he so richly de-
serves: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of the
Congress that the President should award a
medal of honor to Wayne T. Alderson in rec-
ognition of acts performed at the risk of his
life and beyond the call of duty while serving
as a private first class in the United States
Army in Germany during World War II.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

EXON (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 3965

Mr. EXON (for himself, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. DODD, and Mr. KERRY) proposed an
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion (S. Con. Res. 57) setting forth the
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002; as follows:

Stike all after the first word and insert the
following:
1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997.
(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-

mines and declares that this resolution is
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1997, including the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 1998, 1999,
2000, and 2001, as required by section 301 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, and in-
cluding the appropriate levels for fiscal year
2002.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1997.

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts.
Sec. 102. Debt increase.
Sec. 103. Social Security.
Sec. 104. Major functional categories.
Sec. 105. Reconciliation.

TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND
RULEMAKING

Sec. 201. Discretionary spending limits.
Sec. 202. Extension of pay-as-you-go point of

order.
Sec. 203. Extension of Budget Act 60-vote en-

forcement through 2002.
Sec. 204. Exercise of rulemaking powers.

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
SEC. 101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS.
The following budgetary levels are appro-

priate for the fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $1,092,422,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $1,146,393,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $1,195,607,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,244,566,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,309,365,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,389,907,000,000.
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate

levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: ¥$7,929,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: ¥$2,150,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: ¥$2,743,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: ¥$7,224,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$1,720,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $16,024,000,000.
(C) The amounts for Federal Insurance

Contributions Act revenues for hospital in-
surance within the recommended levels of
Federal revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $108,053,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $113,226,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $119,361,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $123,737,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $131,641,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $138,131,000,000.
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $1,324,976,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $1,374,596,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $1,413,101,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $1,454,719,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,496,341,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,528,343,000,000.
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $1,320,969,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $1,375,663,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $1,408,058,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $1,447,184,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,466,082,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,498,409,000,000.
(4) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-

ment of this resolution, the amounts of the
deficits are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $228,597,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $229,270,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $212,451,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $202,618,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $156,717,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $108,502,000,000.
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of

the public debt are as follows:
Fiscal year 1997: $5,441,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $5,713,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $5,964,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $6,204,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $6,495,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $6,542,900,000,000
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.—The appro-

priate levels of total new direct loan obliga-
tions are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $41,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $36,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $36,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $36,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $36,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $36,600,000,000.
(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT-

MENTS.—The appropriate levels of new pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments are as
follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $267,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $267,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $268,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $269,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $270,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $271,300,000,000.

SEC. 102. DEBT INCREASE.
The amounts of the increase in the public

debt subject to limitation are as follows:
Fiscal year 1997: $285,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $272,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $251,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $239,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $190,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $147,500,000,000.
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SEC. 103. SOCIAL SECURITY.

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302, 602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $384,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $401,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $422,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $422,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $463,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $485,700,000,000.
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302, 602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 1997: $310,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $323,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $335,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $349,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $363,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $378,800,000,000.

SEC. 104. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.
The Congress determines and declares that

the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for fiscal years 1997 through 2002
for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $254,340,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $260,777,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $800,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $258,538,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $256,319,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $263,801,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $257,794,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $192,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $270,288,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $263,258,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $187,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $279,352,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $266,579,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $185,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $287,764,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $278,219,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $183,000,000.
(2) International Affairs (150):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $15,346,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,680,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$4,333,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,110,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $14,548,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,880,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$4,342,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,262,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $13,887,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,543,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$4,358,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,311,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $14,270,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,595,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$4,346,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,311,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $15,623,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,103,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$4,395,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,409,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $17,115,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,923,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$4,387,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,409,000,000.
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology

(250):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $17,918,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,855,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $16,087,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,632,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $15,333,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,970,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $14,572,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,104,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $15,796,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,461,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $17,168,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,590,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(4) Energy (270):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $3,235,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,131,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,033,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $3,723,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,746,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,039,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $3,034,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,324,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,045,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $2,728,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,865,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,036,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $3,333,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,062,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,000,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $3,627,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,125,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,031,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(5) Natural Resources and Environment

(300):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $21,949,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,202,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $37,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $21,616,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,281,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $41,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $21,424,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,073,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $20,931,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,499,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $21,761,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,760,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $22,964,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,587,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $38,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(6) Agriculture (350):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $12,961,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,123,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$7,794,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,870,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $12,611,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,740,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$9,346,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,637,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $12,084,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,243,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$10,743,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,586,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $11,199,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,406,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$10,736,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,652,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
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(A) New budget authority, $10,584,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,695,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$10,595,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,641,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $10,825,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,868,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$10,570,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $6,709,000,000.
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $8,630,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,931,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,856,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $197,340,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $10,276,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $646,300,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,787,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $196,750,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $1,157,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6,844,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,763,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $196,253,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $12,949,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,050,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,759,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $195,883,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $12,109,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,238,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,745,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $195,375,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $12,829,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,524,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,740,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $194,875,000,000.
(8) Transportation (400):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $42,218,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,572,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $36,180,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,641,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $33,213,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,870,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $30,880,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $34,615,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $34,188,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,653,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $37,937,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $35,286,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $15,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(9) Community and Regional Development

(450):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $9,208,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,602,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,222,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,133,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $8,759,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,315,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,242,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,133,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $8,258,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,888,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,265,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,171,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $7,838,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,314,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,288,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,171,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $8,652,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,675,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,317,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,202,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $9,395,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,326,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,343,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,202,000,000.
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and

Social Services (500):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $53,264,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $51,262,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$16,219,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,469,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $54,486,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,678,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$19,040,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,760,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $56,313,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $55,041,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$21,781,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,854,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $58,040,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $56,664,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$22,884,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,589,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $60,723,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,906,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$23,978,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,319,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $63,399,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $61,446,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$25,127,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,085,000,000.
(11) Health (550):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $136,886,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $136,272,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $187,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $144,352,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $144,778,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $94,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $151,181,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $151,707,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $158,846,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $159,149,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $164,928,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $163,942,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $176,106,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $174,617,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(12) Medicare (570):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $193,120,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $191,422,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $209,284,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $207,559,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $222,567,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $220,295,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $236,552,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $234,803,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $252,673,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $250,932,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $272,291,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $269,881,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(13) Income Security (600):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $231,555,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $239,009,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $244,128,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $247,084,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $255,459,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $256,461,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $270,127,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $269,571,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $270,920,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $275,743,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $293,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $290,131,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $lllll.
(14) Social Security (650):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $7,813,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,831,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $8,477,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,576,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $9,220,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,271,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $9,980,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,031,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $10,776,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,904,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $11,608,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,822,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $39,013,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,557,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$935,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $26,362,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $37,863,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,740,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$962,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $25,925,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $36,589,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,990,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$987,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $25,426,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $35,212,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,080,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,021,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $24,883,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $37,273,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,001,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,189,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $24,298,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $39,783,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,751,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,

$1,194,000,000.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $23,668,000,000.
(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $23,510,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,237,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $24,527,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,356,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $24,453,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,826,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $25,540,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,480,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $24,783,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,712,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $24,146,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,981,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(17) General Government (800):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $15,491,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,797,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $15,158,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,892,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $15,151,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,941,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $15,250,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,183,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $15,819,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,255,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.

Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $16,311,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,957,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(18) Net Interest (900):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, $282,247,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $282,347,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $289,354,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $289,354,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $293,938,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $293,938,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $296,606,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $296,606,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $301,875,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $301,875,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $307,543,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $307,543,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
(19) The corresponding levels of gross inter-

est on the public debt are as follows:
Fiscal year 1997: $348,790,000,000.
Fiscal year 1998: $355,452,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999: $359,253,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000: $360,639,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $366,154,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $369,631,000,000.
(20) Allowances (920):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$490,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$490,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$20,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$20,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$10,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$10,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$20,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$20,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$12,934,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$12,934,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$36,783,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$36,783,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
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(21) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):
Fiscal year 1997:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$43,338,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$43,338,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$35,351,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$35,351,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$34,951,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$34,951,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,069,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,069,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$38,893,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$38,893,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$59,385,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$59,385,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0.
SEC. 105. RECONCILIATION.

(a) RECONCILIATION OF SPENDING REDUC-
TIONS.—

(1) SENATE COMMITTEES.—Not later than
lllll, 1996, the committees named in
this subsection shall submit their rec-
ommendations to the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate. After receiving those
recommendations, the Committee on the
Budget shall report to the Senate a rec-
onciliation bill carrying out all such rec-
ommendations without any substantive revi-
sion.

(A) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending (as defined in
section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to re-
duce outlays $2,282,000,000 in fiscal year 1997
and $21,655,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(B) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The
Senate Committee on Armed Services shall
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending to reduce out-
lays $79,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1997 and
$1,828,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(C) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND
URBAN AFFAIRS.—The Senate Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction
that provide direct spending to reduce out-
lays $3,291,000,000 in fiscal year 1997 and
$1,791,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(D) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION.—The Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending to re-
duce outlays $134,000,000 in fiscal year 1997
and $37,168,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 1997 through 2002.

(E) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide

direct spending to reduce outlays $83,000,000
in fiscal year 1997 and $795,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(F) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS.—The Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide
direct spending to reduce outlays $23,000,000
in fiscal year 1997 and $1,375,000,000 for the
period of fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(G) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—The Senate
Committee on Finance shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide
direct spending to reduce outlays
$6,734,000,000 in fiscal year 1997 and
$187,022,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(H) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AF-
FAIRS.—The Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction to reduce the deficit
$840,000,000 in fiscal year 1997 and
$9,136,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002.

(I) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending to reduce outlays $0
in fiscal year 1997 and $476,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(J) COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Labor
and Human Resources shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide
direct spending to reduce outlays $411,000,000
in fiscal year 1997 and $2,877,000,000 for the
period of fiscal years 1997 through 2002.

(K) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.—
The Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending to re-
duce outlays $148,000,000 in fiscal year 1997
and $5,284,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1997 through 2002.
TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND

RULEMAKING
SEC. 201. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.

(a) DEFINITION.—As used in this section and
for the purposes of allocations made pursu-
ant to section 302(a) or 602(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, for the discre-
tionary category, the term ‘‘discretionary
spending limit’’ means—

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1997, for the
discretionary category $496,572,000,000 in new
budget authority and $539,190,000,000 in out-
lays;

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1998, for the
discretionary category $501,619,000,000 in new
budget authority and $534,785,000,000 in out-
lays;

(3) with respect to fiscal year 1999, for the
discretionary category $504,074,000,000 in new
budget authority and $531,100,000,000 in out-
lays;

(4) with respect to fiscal year 2000, for the
discretionary category $509,115,000,000 in new
budget authority and $530,937,000,000 in out-
lays;

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2001, for the
discretionary category $518,983,000,000 in new
budget authority and $521,682,000,000 in out-
lays; and

(6) with respect to fiscal year 2002, for the
discretionary category $520,292,000,000 in new
budget authority and $525,624,000,000 in out-
lays;
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defi-
nitions and emergency appropriations.

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), it shall not be in order in the
Senate to consider—

(A) any revision of this resolution or any
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on

such a resolution) that provides discre-
tionary spending in excess of the discre-
tionary spending limit for such fiscal year;
or

(B) any appropriations bill or resolution
(or amendment, motion, or conference report
on such appropriations bill or resolution) for
fiscal year 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002
that would exceed any of the discretionary
spending limits in this section or suballoca-
tions of those limits made pursuant to sec-
tion 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974.

(2) EXCEPTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not

apply if a declaration of war by the Congress
is in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has
been enacted.

(B) ENFORCEMENT OF DISCRETIONARY LIMITS
IN FY 1997.—Until the enactment of reconcili-
ation legislation pursuant to section 105 of
this resolution and for purposes of the appli-
cation of paragraph (1), only subparagraph
(B) of paragraph (1) shall apply to fiscal year
1997.

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this section shall be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget
of the Senate.
SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT

OF ORDER.
(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it

is essential to—
(1) ensure continued compliance with the

balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu-
tion; and

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement
system.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in

the Senate to consider any direct spending
or revenue legislation that would increase
the deficit for any one of the three applica-
ble time periods as measured in paragraphs
(5) and (6).

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection the term ‘‘applicable
time period’’ means any one of the three fol-
lowing periods:

(A) The first year covered by the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget.

(B) The period of the first five fiscal years
covered by the most recently adopted con-
current resolution on the budget.

(C) The period of the five fiscal years fol-
lowing the first five fiscal years covered in
the most recently adopted concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget.

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING LEGISLATION.—For
purposes of this subsection and except as
provided in paragraph (4), the term ‘‘direct-
spending legislation’’ means any bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that affects direct spending as
that term is defined by and interpreted for
purposes of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
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(4) EXCLUSION.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the terms ‘‘direct-spending legisla-
tion’’ and ‘‘revenue legislation’’ do not in-
clude—

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et; or

(B) any provision of legislation that affects
the full funding of, and continuation of, the
deposit insurance guarantee commitment in
effect on the date of enactment of the Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990.

(5) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursu-
ant to this section shall—

(A) use the baseline used for the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget; and

(B) be calculated under the requirements
of subsections (b) through (d) of section 257
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985 for fiscal years beyond
those covered by that concurrent resolution
on the budget.

(6) PRIOR SURPLUS.—If direct spending or
revenue legislation increases the deficit
when taken individually, then it must also
increase the deficit when taken together
with all direct spending and revenue legisla-
tion enacted since the beginning of the cal-
endar year not accounted for in the baseline
under paragraph (5)(A), except that the di-
rect spending or revenue effects resulting
from legislation enacted pursuant to the rec-
onciliation instructions included in that con-
current resolution on the budget shall not be
available.

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this section shall be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of
the bill or joint resolution, as the case may
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on
a point of order raised under this section.

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, outlays, and revenues
for a fiscal year shall be determined on the
basis of estimates made by the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate.

(f) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e) of
this section shall expire September 30, 2002.
SEC. 203. EXTENSION OF BUDGET ACT 60-VOTE

ENFORCEMENT THROUGH 2002.
Notwithstanding section 275(b) of the Bal-

anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (as amended by sections 13112(b)
and 13208(b)(3) of the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990), the second sentence of section
904(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(except insofar as it relates to section 313 of
that Act) and the final sentence of section
904(d) of that Act (except insofar as it relates
to section 313 of that Act) shall continue to
have effect as rules of the Senate through
(but no later than) September 30, 2002.
SEC. 204. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.

The Congress adopts the provisions of this
title—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such they shall be
considered as part of the rules of each House,
or of that House to which they specifically
apply, and such rules shall supersede other
rules only to the extent that they are incon-
sistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change those
rules (so far as they relate to that House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the

same extent as in the case of any other rule
of that House.

MOSELEY-BRAUN AMENDMENT NO.
3966

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution (S.
Con. Res. 57) supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following
new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

USE OF BUDGETARY SAVINGS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) in August of 1994, the Bipartisan Com-

mission on Entitlement and Tax Reform is-
sued an Interim Report to the President,
which found that, ‘‘To ensure that today’s
debt and spending commitments do not un-
fairly burden America’s children, the Gov-
ernment must act now. A bipartisan coali-
tion of Congress, led by the President, must
resolve the long-term imbalance between the
Government’s entitlement promises and the
funds it will have available to pay for them’’;

(2) unless the Congress and the President
act together in a bipartisan way, overall
Federal spending is projected by the Com-
mission to rise from the current level of
slightly over 22 percent of the Gross Domes-
tic Product of the United States (hereafter
in this section referred as ‘‘GDP’’) to over 37
percent of GDP by the year 2030;

(3) the source of that growth is not domes-
tic discretionary spending, which is approxi-
mately the same portion of GDP now as it
was in 1969, the last time at which the Fed-
eral budget was in balance;

(4) mandatory spending was only 29.6 per-
cent of the Federal budget in 1963, but is es-
timated to account for 72 percent of the Fed-
eral budget in the year 2003;

(5) social security, medicare and medicaid,
together with interest on the national debt,
are the largest sources of the growth of man-
datory spending;

(6) ensuring the long-term future of the so-
cial security system is essential to protect-
ing the retirement security of the American
people.

(7) The Social Security Trust Fund is pro-
jected to begin spending more than it takes
in by approximately the year 2013, with Fed-
eral budget deficits rising rapidly thereafter
unless appropriate policy changes are made;

(8) ensuring the future of medicare and
medicaid is essential to protecting access to
high-quality health care for senior citizens
and poor women and children;

(9) Federal health care expenses have been
rising at double digit rates, and are projected
to triple to 11 percent of GDP by the year
2030 unless appropriate policy changes are
made; and

(10) due to demographic factors, Federal
health care expenses are projected to double
by the year 2030, even if health care cost in-
flation is restrained after 1999, so that costs
for each person of a given age grow no faster
than the economy.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—If the sense of
the Senate that budget savings in the man-
datory spending area should be used—

(1) to protect and enhance the retirement
security of the American people by ensuring
the long-term future of the social security
system;

(2) to protect and enhance the health care
security of senior citizens and poor Ameri-
cans by ensuring the long-term future of
medicare and medicaid; and

(3) to restore and maintain Federal budget
discipline, to ensure that the level of private
investment necessary for long-term eco-
nomic growth and prosperity is available.

KYL AMENDMENT NO. 2967

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KYL submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57)
supra; as follows:

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$85,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by
$174,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by
$85,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by
$174,000,000.

On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 31, line 17, decrease the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 31, line 18, decrease the amount by
$85,000,000.

On page 31, line 24, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 31, line 25, decrease the amount by
$174,000,000.

On page 32, line 6, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 32, line 7, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 32, line 13, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

On page 32, line 14, decrease the amount by
$181,000,000.

FIRST AMENDMENT NO. 3968

Mr. FRIST proposed an amendment
to amend No. 3965 proposed by Mr.
EXON to the concurrent resolution (S.
Con. Res. 57) supra; as follows:

At the end of the pending amendment, add
the following:
SEC. . COMMON SENSE BUDGETING AMEND-

MENT.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) President Clinton proposed in his fiscal

year 1997 budget submission immediate
downward adjustments to discretionary caps
after the year 2000 if the Congressional Budg-
et Office projected that his budget would not
balance in 2002;

(2) the Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
has estimated that President Clinton’s fiscal
year 1997 budget submission will incur a defi-
cit of $84,000,000,000 in 2002;

(3) as a result of CBO’s projected deficit in
fiscal year 2002, the President’s budget would
trigger drastic reductions in discretionary
spending in 2001 and 2002 to reach balance;

(4) these drastic reductions would have to
occur in nondefense programs such as edu-
cation, environment, crime control, science,
veterans, and other human resource pro-
grams;

(5) 100 percent of the nondefense discre-
tionary cuts in the President’s budget occur
in 2001 and 2002; and

(6) the inclusion in a budget submission of
triggers to make immediate, drastic reduc-
tions in discretionary spending is inconsist-
ent with sound budgeting practices and
should be recognized as a ‘‘budgetary gim-
mick’’ that is antithetical to legitimate ef-
forts to achieve balance in 2002.
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(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the

Senate that the discretionary spending caps
should not include triggers that would—

(1) result in 100 percent of the nondefense
discretionary reductions occurring in fiscal
years 2001 and 2002; and

(2) make drastic reductions in nondefense
discretionary spending in fiscal years 2001
and 2002 (the last 2 years of the budget) for
the purpose of achieving a balanced budget
in fiscal year 2002.

FEINGOLD (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3969

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr.

SIMON, Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. ROBB)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 57; supra, as follows:

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$15,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$20,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$24,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$15,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$20,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by
$24,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by
$15,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by
$24,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$15,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$24,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by
$15,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 15, decrease the amount by
$24,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 17, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 18, decrease the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 51, beginning with line 6 strike all
through line 17.

On page 55, beginning with line 18 strike
all through page 56, line 20.

FAIRCLOTH AMENDMENT NO. 3970

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. FAIRCLOTH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to Senate Concurrent Resolution
57; supra, as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-

DUCTION OF THE NATIONAL DEBT.
Whereas, S. Con. Res. 57 projects a public

debt in Fiscal Year 1997 of $5,400,000,000,000;
Whereas, S. Con. Res. 57 projects that the

public debt will be $6,500,000,000,000 in the
Fiscal Year 2002 when the budget resolution
projects a unified budget surplus;

Whereas, this accumulated debt represents
a significant financial burden that will re-
quire excessive taxation and lost economic
opportunity for future generations of the
United States;

Resolved, That, it is the sense of the Senate
that any comprehensive legislation sent to
the President that balances the budget by a
certain date and that is agreed to by the
Congress and the President shall also con-
tain a strategy for reducing the national
debt of the United States.

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 3971

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BOND submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
amendment No. 3965; supra, as follows:

In the pending amendment:
On page 30, line 5, decrease the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 30, line 6, decrease the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 30, line 11, decrease the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 30, line 12, decrease the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 30, line 17, decrease the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 30, line 18, decrease the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 30, line 23, decrease the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 30, line 24, decrease the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 31, line 4, decrease the amount by

$3,302,000,000.
On page 31, line 5, decrease the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 31, line 10, decrease the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 31, line 11, decrease the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 33, line 5, increase the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 33, line 6, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 33, line 12, increase the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 33, line 13, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 33, line 20, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 34, line 1, increase the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 34, line 2, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 34, line 8, increase the amount by

$1,708,000,000.
On page 34, line 9, increase the amount by

$1,552,000,000.
On page 40, line 23, increase the amount by

$1,594,000,000.
On page 40, line 24, increase the amount by

$1,572,000,000.
On page 41, line 5, increase the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 41, line 6, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.

On page 45, line 15, increase the amount by
$7,000,000,000.

On page 45, line 16, increase the amount by
$10,952,000,000.

On page 47, line 9, increase the amount by
$175,000,000.

On page 47, line 11, increase the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 47, line 13, increase the amount by
$907,000,000.

On page 47, line 14, increase the amount by
$246,000,000.

On page 47, line 16, increase the amount by
$2,256,000,000.

On page 47, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,920,000,000.

On page 47, line 19, increase the amount by
$3,621,000,000.

On page 47, line 20, increase the amount by
$3,033,000,000.

On page 47, line 22, increase the amount by
$3,302,000,000.

On page 47, line 23, increase the amount by
$3,124,000,000.

On page 48, line 2, increase the amount by
$2,730,000,000.

On page 48, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,623,000,000.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 3972

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to Senate Concurrent Resolution 57;
supra, as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE—TRUTH IN
BUDGETING.—It is the Sense of the Senate
that:

(a) The Congressional Budget Office has
scored revenue expected to be raised from
the auction of Federal Communications
Commission licenses for various services;

(b) For budget scoring purposes, the Con-
gress has assumed that such auctions would
occur in a prompt and expeditious manner
and that revenue raised by such auctions
would flow to the federal treasury;

(c) The revenue assumed to be raised from
auctions totals billions of dollars;

(d) The Federal Communications Commis-
sion has not yet conducted auctions for all
services where auctions were assumed, such
as Local Multipoint Distribution Service
(LMDS) and other subscription services, rev-
enue from which has been assumed in Con-
gressional budgetary calculations and in de-
termining the level of the deficit; and

(e) The Commission’s service rules can dra-
matically affect license values and auction
revenues and therefore the Commission
should seek to act expeditiously and without
further delay to conduct auctions of licenses
in a manner that enhances revenue and in-
creases efficiency for any service for which
auction revenues has been scored by the Con-
gressional Budget Office and/or counted for
budgetary purposes in an Act of Congress.

EXON AMENDMENT NO. 3973

Mr. EXON proposed an amendment to
amendment No. 3965 proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 57) supra; as follows:

In the pending amendment:
On page 2, line 9, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 2, line 10, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 2, line 11, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 2, line 12, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
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On page 2, line 13, increase the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 2, line 14, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 2, line 19, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 2, line 20, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 3, line 1 increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 33, line 5, increase the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 33, line 6, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 33, line 12, increase the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 33, line 13, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 33, line 20, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 34, line 1, increase the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 34, line 2, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 34, line 8, increase the amount by

$1,708,000,000.
On page 34, line 9, increase the amount by

$1,552,000,000.
On page 40, line 23, increase the amount by

$1,594,000,000.
On page 40, line 24, increase the amount by

$1,572,000,000.
On page 41, line 5, increase the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 41, line 6, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.
On page 47, line 10, increase the amount by

$175,000,000.
On page 47, line 11, increase the amount by

$7,000,000.
On page 47, line 13, increase the amount by

$907,000,000.
On page 47, line 14, increase the amount by

$246,000,000.
On page 47, line 16, increase the amount by

$2,256,000,000.
On page 47, line 17, increase the amount by

$1,920,000,000.
On page 47, line 19, increase the amount by

$3,621,000,000.
On page 47, line 20, increase the amount by

$3,033,000,000.
On page 47, line 22, increase the amount by

$3,302,000,000.
On page 47, line 23, increase the amount by

$3,124,000,000.
On page 48, line 2, increase the amount by

$2,355,000,000.
On page 48, line 3, increase the amount by

$2,187,000,000.

THOMAS AMENDMENT NO. 3974

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. THOMAS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 57) supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following
new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE SUPPORTING BI-

ENNIAL BUDGETING.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the

current budget process—
(1) results in constant and redundant con-

gressional action on spending measures and
budget issues;

(2) causes instability in financial markets
and creates budgetary uncertainty for recipi-

ents of Federal funds, thereby inhibiting the
efficient operation of these programs; and

(3) allows insufficient time for Congress to
consider national needs as a basis for sound
and efficient policy approaches, thereby fos-
tering piecemeal solutions that contribute to
unrestrained growth of the Federal Govern-
ment.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) a biennial budget process would—
(A) create an orderly, predictable process

for consideration of spending decisions re-
sponsive to policy priorities and improve
congressional control over the Federal budg-
et and therefore promote better accountabil-
ity to the public;

(B) provide greater stability and certainty
for financial markets, Federal, State, and
local government agencies which need suffi-
cient time to plan for the implementation of
programs; and

(C) allow sufficient time for the fulfillment
by the Congress of its legislative and over-
sight responsibilities, including the consider-
ation of authorizing legislation, budget reso-
lutions, appropriations bills, and other
spending measures; and

(2) the Congress should enact legislation in
the 104th Congress to establish a biennial
budget process.

GRAHAM (AND BAUCUS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3975

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr.

BAUCUS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57)
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:

‘‘MEDICARE FRAUD AND ABUSE SAVINGS TRUST
FUND

‘‘SEC. . (a)(1) There is hereby created on
the books of the Treasury of the United
States in the Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund (in this subsection referred to as
the ‘Trust Fund’) an expenditure account to
be known as the ‘Health Care Fraud and
Abuse Control Account’ (in this subsection
referred to as the ‘Account’). The Account
shall consist of such gifts and bequests as
may be made as provided in title XVIII of
the Social Security Act and amounts appro-
priated under paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) Amounts equivalent to 100 percent of
the Secretary’s estimate of the reductions in
outlays in title XVIII that are attributable
to Medicare waste, fraud and abuse recover-
ies, as defined in title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act—

‘‘(A) are hereby appropriated to the Ac-
count out of any amounts in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, and

‘‘(B) in order to assure the solvency of the
Medicare system, shall not be considered for
purposes of calculating the deficit increase
or estimated deficit for any year under sec-
tion 252 of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

The amounts appropriated by the preceeding
sentence shall be transferred from time to
time (not less frequently than monthly) from
the general fund in the Treasury to the Trust
Fund.

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 3976

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KENNEDY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 57) supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

PROGRAMS FOR SENIOR CITIZENS,
CHILDREN AND THE DISABLED.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) 18,000,000 children depend on the medic-

aid program under title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act;

(2) 6,000,000 disabled Americans depend on
the medicaid program under title XIX of the
Social Security Act and are generally unable
to qualify for private health insurance cov-
erage, regardless of whether such individuals
can afford such insurance; and

(3) 5,000,000 senior citizens depend on the
medicaid program under title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act for assistance with health
care services that are not covered under the
medicare program under title XVIII of the
Social Security Act, and medicaid is the sole
source of affordable nursing home care for
senior citizens, the disabled, and their fami-
lies.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that the reconciliation bill
should not include any provisions that re-
duce Federally mandated eligibility or bene-
fits for programs for senior citizens, chil-
dren, or the disabled.

FAIRCLOTH AMENDMENT NO. 3977

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FAIRCLOTH submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution (S.
Con. Res. 57) supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING WEL-

FARE REFORM.
FINDINGS.—S. Con. Res. 57 assumes sub-

stantial savings from welfare reform; and
Children born out of wedlock are five times

more likely to be poor and about ten times
more likely to be extremely poor and there-
fore are more likely to receive welfare bene-
fits than children from two parent families;
and

High rates of out-of-wedlock births are as-
sociated with a host of other social
pathologies; for example, children of single
mothers are twice as likely to drop out of
high school; boys whose fathers are absent
are more likely to engage in criminal activi-
ties; and girls in single-parent families are
three times more likely to have children out
of wedlock themselves;

Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate that
any comprehensive legislation sent to the
President that balances the budget by a cer-
tain date and that includes welfare reform
provisions and that is agreed to by the Con-
gress and the President shall also contain to
the maximum extent possible a strategy for
reducing the rate of out-of-wedlock births
and encouraging family formation.

KERREY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3978

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERREY (for himself, Mr. SIMON,

Mr. NUNN, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. SIMPSON)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 57) supra; as
follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON A REDUCTION

IN CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AD-
JUSTMENTS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution assume that the consumer
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price index should be reduced by 0.5 percent-
age point.

ROCKEFELLER (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3979

Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, Mr.
DORGAN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DODD, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. FORD, Mr. EXON,
Mr. HARKIN, and Ms. MIKULSKI) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 57) supra; as
follows:

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 29, line 10, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 11, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 18, increase the amount by
$3,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 29, line 25, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 30, line 6, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 7, increase the amount by
$9,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 13, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 14, increase the amount by
$13,200,000,000.

On page 30, line 20, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 30, line 21, increase the amount by
$18,700,000,000.

On page 49, line 17, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 49, line 18, decrease the amount by
$50,500,000,000.

ABRAHAM (AND DOMENICI)
AMENDMENT NO. 3980

Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and Mr.
DOMENICI) proposed an amendment to
the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
57) supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the concurrent
resolution, insert the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

CHANGES IN THE MEDICARE PRO-
GRAM.

(A) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that, in
achieving the spending levels specified in
this resolution—

(1) the public Trustees of medicare have
concluded that ‘‘the medicare program is
clearly unsustainable in its present form’’;

(2) the President has said his goal is to
keep the medicare hospital insurance trust
fund solvent for more than a decade, but his
budget transfers $55 billion of home health
spending from medicare part A to medicare
part B;

(3) the transfer of home health spending
threatens the delivery of home health serv-
ices to 3.5 million Medicare beneficiaries;

(4) such a transfer increases the burden on
general revenues, including income taxes
paid by working Americans, by $55 billion;

(5) such a transfer artificially inflates the
solvency of the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund, misleading the Congress, medi-
care beneficiaries, and working taxpayers;

(6) the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office has certified that, without such a
transfer, the President’s budget extends the
solvency of the hospital insurance trust fund
for only one additional year; and

(7) without misleading transfers, the Presi-
dent’s budget therefore fails to achieve his
own stated goal for the medicare hospital in-
surance trust fund.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that, in achieving the spend-
ing levels specified in this resolution, the
Congress assumes that the Congress would—

(1) keep the medicare hospital insurance
trust fund solvent for more than a decade, as
recommended by the President; and

(2) accept the President’s proposed level of
medicare part B savings of $44.1 billion over
the period 1997 through 2002; but would

(3) reject the President’s proposal to trans-
fer health spending from one part of medi-
care to another, which threatens the deliv-
ery of home health care services to 3.5 mil-
lion Medicare beneficiaries, artificially in-
flates the solvency of the medicare hospital
insurance trust fund, and increases the bur-
den on general revenues, including income
taxes paid by working Americans, by $55 bil-
lion.

THOMPSON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3981

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. THOMPSON (for himself, Mr.

KERRY, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. FEINGOLD, and
Mr. BRADLEY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them
to the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 57) supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the resolution,
insert the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE PRESI-

DENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
FUND.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals

in this resolution assume that when the Fi-
nance Committee meets its outlay and reve-
nue obligations under this resolution the
committee should not make any changes in
the Presidential Election Campaign Fund or
its funding mechanism and should meet its
revenue and outlay targets through other
programs within its jurisdiction.

BOXER (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3982

Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. KENNEDY)
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57) supra;
as follows:

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$3,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by
$3,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$3,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 27, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, increase the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, increase the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

On page 28, line 6, increase the amount by
$3,200,000,000.

On page 28, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 28, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 28, line 19, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 28, line 20, increase the amount by
$2,600,000,000.

On page 29, line 2, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.
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On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by

$18,300,000,000.
At the appropriate place insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE.

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions contained in this budget resolution as-
sume Medicaid reforms shall—

(1) maintain the guarantees in current law
for Medicaid coverage of seniors, children,
pregnant women, and persons with disabil-
ities;

(2) preserve current laws protecting
spouses and adult children from the risk of
impoverishment to pay for long-term nurs-
ing home care;

(3) maintain the current Federal nursing
home quality and enforcement standards;

(4) protect states from unanticipated pro-
gram costs resulting from economic fluctua-
tions in the business cycle, changing demo-
graphics, and natural disasters;

(5) maintain the successful Federal-State
partnership and protect the Federal Treas-
ury against practices that allow States to
decrease their fair share of Medicaid funding;
and,

(6) continue to provide coverage of Medi-
care premiums and cost-sharing payments
for low-income Medicare beneficiaries, con-
sistent with current law.

f

THE PUBLIC BUILDINGS REFORM
ACT OF 1995

BAUCUS AMENDMENT NO. 3983

Mr. FRIST (for Mr. BAUCUS) proposed
an amendment to the bill (S. 1005) to
amend the Public Buildings Act of 1959
to improve the process of constructing,
altering, purchasing, and acquiring
public buildings, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 21, line 3, strike ‘‘1995’’ and insert
‘‘1996’’.

f

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

WYDEN (AND KERRY) AMENDMENT
NO. 3984

Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
KERRY) proposed an amendment to the
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57)
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING REV-

ENUE ASSUMPTIONS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) Corporations and individuals have clear

responsibility to adhere to environmental
laws. When they do not, and environmental
damage results, the Federal and State gov-
ernments my impose fines and penalties, and
assess polluters for the cost of remediation.

(2) Assessment of these costs is important
in the enforcement process. They appro-
priately penalize wrongdoing. They discour-
age future environmental damage. They en-
sure that taxpayers do not bear the financial
brunt of cleaning up after damages done by
polluters.

(3) In the case of the Exxon Valdez oil spill
disaster in Prince William Sound, Alaska,
for example, the corporate settlement with
the Federal Government totaled $900 million.

(4) The Tax Code, however, currently al-
lows polluters to fully deduct all expenses,

including penalties and fines associated with
these settlements. In the case of the Exxon
Valdez disaster, deductibility on that settle-
ment at the current corporate tax rate will
result in $300 million in losses to Federal tax
collections . . . losses which will have to be
made up through increased collections from
taxation of average American families.

(5) Additionally, these losses also will
make it more difficult to move aggressively
and successfully toward a balanced Federal
budget.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—assumptions in this reso-
lution assume that revenues will be in-
creased by a minimum of $100 million per
year through legislation that will not allow
deductions for fines, penalties and damages
arising from a failure to comply with Fed-
eral or State environmental or health pro-
tection laws.

f

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Special Committee
on Aging will hold a hearing on Thurs-
day, May 23, 1996, at 9:30 a.m., in room
562 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing. The hearing will discuss encourag-
ing return to work in the SSI and DI
Programs.
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-

SOURCES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION AND RECREATION

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the public
that a field hearing has been scheduled
before the Subcommittee on Parks,
Historic Preservation, and Recreation.

The hearing will take place Friday,
May 31, 1996, at 9:30 a.m. at the
Montrose Pavillion, 1800 Pavillion Bou-
levard, Montrose, CO.

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
view S. 1424, a bill to redesignate the
Black Canyon of the Gunnison Na-
tional Monument as a national park, to
establish the Gunnison Gorge National
Conservation Area, to establish the
Curecanti National Recreation Area, to
establish the Black Canyon of the Gun-
nison National Park Complex, and for
other purposes.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. Written testimony
will be accepted for the record. Wit-
nesses testifying at the hearing are re-
quested to bring 10 copies of their testi-
mony with them on the day of the
hearing.

The subcommittee will invite wit-
nesses representing a cross-section of
views and organizations to testify at
the hearing. Others wishing to testify
may, as time permits, make a brief
statement of no more than 2 minutes.
Those wishing to testify should contact
Mr. James Doyle in Senator CAMP-
BELL’s office at (303) 866–1900. The dead-
line for signing up to testify is 5 p.m.,
Wednesday, May 29, 1996. Every at-
tempt will be made to accommodate as
many witnesses as possible, while en-
suring that all views are represented.

For additional information, please
contact Jim O’Toole, Energy and Natu-
ral Resources Committee, at (202) 224–
5161.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be allowed to meet during the
Thursday, May 16, 1996, session of the
Senate for the purpose of conducting a
hearing on NASA’s Mission to Planet
Earth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent on behalf of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee to meet on
Thursday, May 16, 1996, at 10 a.m. for a
markup.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the Judiciary be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, May 16, 1996, at 10:30 a.m. to
hold an executive business meeting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources be author-
ized to meet for a hearing on oversight
of the ‘‘Healthy Start’’ demonstration
project, during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, May 16, 1996, at 9:30
a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Parks, Historic Preservation, and
Recreation of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources be granted
permission to meet during the session
of the Senate on Thursday, May 16,
1996, for purposes of conducting a sub-
committee hearing which is scheduled
to begin at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of
this hearing is to consider S. 621, a bill
to amend the National Trails System
Act to designate the Great Western
Trail for potential addition to the Na-
tional Trails System; H.R. 531, a bill to
designate the Great Western Scenic
Trail as a study trail under the Na-
tional Trails System Act. S. 1049, a bill
to amend the National Trails System
Act to designate the route from Selma
to Montgomery as a National Historic
Trail. S. 1706, a bill to increase the
amount authorized to be appropriated
for assistance for highway relocation
with respect to the Chicamauga and
Chattanooga National Military Park in
Georgia; S. 1725, a bill to amend the
National Trails System Act to create a
third category of long-distance trails
to be known as national discovery
trails and to authorize the American
Discovery Trail as the first national
discovery trail.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC

POLICY, EXPORT AND TRADE PROMOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on International Economic Policy, Ex-
port and Trade Promotion of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, May 16, 1996, at 9
a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

COMMON SENSE ON SCHOOL
CHOICE

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
to have printed in today’s RECORD an
unusually clear article on the complex
subject of school vouchers. Ms. Claudia
Smith Brinson at the State newspaper
in Columbia, SC, has made the case
eloquently that the choice of taxpayer
funding for private and religious
schools is a bad one. Specifically, she
points out its history as a means of
minimizing desegregation, its lack of
results, and its lack of promise com-
pared to other proven education re-
forms. I commend her for her elo-
quence and hope my colleagues will
benefit from her column.

The column follows:
[From the State, May 15, 1996]

LET’S DECIDE JUST EXACTLY WHAT SCHOOL
CHOICE’ MEANS

(By Claudia Smith Brinson)
The concept of school choice has been

around a long time. In the ’60s, it was pro-
moted in the South as a means of minimiz-
ing court-ordered desegregation. In the ’70s,
economist Milton Friedman talked up what
he called the ‘‘free-choice’’ model. In the ’80s
and early ’90s, as dissatisfaction with public
schools grew, experimentation kicked in.

School choice covers an enormous range.
At its most basic, parents exercise choice
when they buy a house in a certain neighbor-
hood. When a school provides school-within-
a-school options, choice is offered. When a
school district provides alternative or mag-
net schools, choice is offered. Some districts
allow parents with a need for flexibility re-
garding work or child care to use intra-dis-
trict choice.

While, in this state, we have few magnet
schools, half of our school districts offer al-
ternative schools or second-chance pro-
grams; more than half allow high-school stu-
dents to take college courses; almost two-
thirds permit inter-district transfers. Our
governor’s schools for arts and mathematics
and science increase choice statewide for our
brightest students.

Nationwide, choice is often employed to
help with the urban suburban desegregation
issue. In St. Louis, Mo., inner-city children
can apply to attend mostly white suburban
schools. To improve schooling for Hispanic
students in San Antonio, the Multilingual
Program provides a language and cultural
focus for academically successful students.
In Montgomery County, Md., a magnet
school program was introduced to improve
integration. In Moniclair, N.J., all schools
are magnet schools, and transportation is
provided.

In Cambridge, Mass., parents can choose,
with the help of an information center, any
public school in the district. In Minnesota,
the whole state allows open enrollment, al-
though students must supply transportation.

Charter schools, in which parents and
teachers contract with the state to provide a
particular kind of education, are another op-
tion. Just over 100 charter schools are in op-
eration nationwide. Here, the House has
passed legislation allowing charter schools; a
Senate subcommittee is discussing it.

Vouchers are rare. In Milwaukee, to deseg-
regate schools and improve urban children’s
schooling, low-income parents were invited
to apply for public funds to send their chil-
dren to private or public suburban schools.
An attempt to add church schools is on hold
because the state Supreme Court deadlocked
on its constitutionality. In Boston, private
money is used to send low-income children
to parochial schools. In San Antonio and In-
dianapolis, private businesses pay low-in-
come students’ tuition at private schools.

The favorite arguments for using vouchers
(sending public money through parents) for
private schools rest on three faulty premises.
The first is that children make great aca-
demic strides in private and parochial
schools. When you take out those oh-so-im-
portant factors such as parents’ income and
education, what remains is a very small ad-
vantage in scores for parochial and private
school students.

The second faulty premise is that edu-
cation can be compared to car-making. The
premise goes like this: Education is just an-
other manufacturing process; vouchers will
create competition; competition will auto-
matically improve product quality. But chil-
dren and learning are far more complicated
than autos and welding. Education is a serv-
ice, and public education is a service with
important democratic goals, such as prepar-
ing children for full citizenship, minimizing
social inequities and promoting cultural
unity.

It’s not much better an analogy, but com-
pare education, instead, to a service like
public hospitals. No one in need is turned
away, and yes, those who can afford to do so
shop around. However, the patient (both
consumer and product, like our students)
cannot be cured at any location if destruc-
tive behaviors persist. Even with some of the
magical pills our technology has created,
radical changes in lifestyle are often re-
quired. Likewise, poverty, parental dis-
engagement, behavior or discipline problems
that many of our children bring into the
schoolhouse cannot be quickly and perma-
nently cured by shifting locale. (In Milwau-
kee, where vouchers are being tried, aca-
demic scores haven’t improved and attrition
remains high.)

So vouchers are not a miracle cure. And
that is the third faulty premise, that any one
new step, such as increased choice or vouch-
ers, will suddenly remake education. The
funding equity issue, raised by 40 of our dis-
tricts, has yet to be ruled on in court. How
much good would intra-district choice cur-
rently serve in some of the suing, impover-
ished counties such as Clarendon, Lee, Wil-
liamsburg or Jasper? How much help is a
$1,700 voucher to an impoverished family in a
rural community without transportation or
in an urban community where private
schools cost $6,000-plus a year? What happens
then is not that parents are offered more
choice, but that private schools are.

If our community, and our Legislature,
want to consider choice, first the conversa-
tion has to get honest. It can be a legitimate
discussion given public dissatisfaction with
public schools and a universal desire by par-
ents to do the best possible for their chil-
dren.

But if we’re going to talk about choice,
what are we talking about? Increasing vari-
ety? Or resegregating? If our state and na-
tional constitutions forbid public money sup-
porting church schools, why on Earth is our
conversation about choice starting in forbid-
den territory?

In a state with limited funds, why begin
with vouchers when encouragement for more
magnet schools, school-within-a school pro-
grams and inter- and intra-district transfers
would offer more choices to more children at
no extra cost? With limited funds, why not
start small and emulate programs that work,
like the language option in San Antonio or
the controlled-choice program in Cambridge?
Why take giant, expensive leaps into ideas,
such as vouchers, that have barely been test-
ed anywhere?

We have a summer to think this out.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ASTRONAUT RICK
LINNEHAN

∑ Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate the extraor-
dinary accomplishments of Astronaut
Rick Linnehan, who will be a mission
specialist on the space shuttle Colum-
bia, scheduled to leave Cape Canaveral,
FL in June.

In 1975, Rick graduated from Pelham
High School in Pelham, NH and pro-
ceeded to earn a bachelor of science de-
gree in animal science and microbi-
ology at the University of New Hamp-
shire. Later, Rick denied his accept-
ance to the U.S. Air Force for pilot
training and instead opted to attend
the Ohio State University College of
Medicine to earn his veterinary degree.
While Rick’s heartening desire to fly
was temporarily delayed, his dream
never died. Upon finishing his veteri-
nary degree in 1985, Rick applied for
NASA’s astronaut training program.
With the 1986 Challenger disaster stall-
ing the program, Rick’s dream of space
flight was once again put on hold. Dur-
ing this time, Rick worked as a veteri-
narian before joining an internship
with the Baltimore Zoo and Johns Hop-
kins University from 1986 to 1988. He
then joined the military as a captain in
the U.S. Army Veterinary Corps, and
ended up as chief clinical veterinarian
with the Navy’s Marine Mammal
project in San Diego, CA.

Despite Rick’s success in his field of
study, he still held on to his dream of
one day becoming an astronaut. In 1991,
Rick again applied for the astronaut
program and was selected along with 18
others out of nearly 3,000 applicants.

After 4 years of dedicated training,
Rick will embark on his first journey
into space this summer as a crew-
member of NASA’s Life Sciences and
Micro-gravity Spacelab mission. Dur-
ing the 16-day flight, Rick will be part
of a medical team that will be check-
ing fellow crewmembers for the effects
of prolonged space flight as part of
NASA’s testing program for the space
station.

In memory of another New Hamp-
shire astronaut, Christa McAuliffe,
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Rick will carry a lapel pin with him
into space from the Concord planetar-
ium. Rick will also bring a New Hamp-
shire flag from the State Legislature,
which will be returned to fly in our
State House, as well as a banner for the
University of New Hampshire, and
some personal items for relatives and
friends.

New Hampshire is very proud of
Rick’s extraordinary commitment and
hard work to achieve his boyhood
dream of space flight. America needs
more visionaries like Rick, who not
only hold on to their dreams but work
hard to achieve them. I congratulate
Rick on this outstanding honor and am
proud to have him represent us in the
final frontier.∑

f

CALIFORNIA CITIES ACT TO BAN
JUNK GUNS

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, last
month I introduced legislation with
Senators JOHN CHAFEE and BILL BRAD-
LEY to prohibit the manufacture and
sale of junk guns—or as they are also
called, Saturday night specials. We be-
lieve that these cheap, poorly con-
structed, easily concealable firearms
pose such a great threat to public safe-
ty that their sale and manufacture
should be prohibited.

Nearly 20 years ago, Congress prohib-
ited the importation of junk guns, but
allowed their domestic manufacture to
soar virtually unchecked. Today, 7 of
the 10 firearms most frequently traced
at crime scenes are junk guns that can-
not legally be imported. My view is
that if a gun represents such a threat
to public safety that it should not be
imported, its domestic manufacture
should also be restricted. A firearm’s
point of origin is irrelevant.

Earlier this year, the City of West
Hollywood prohibited the sale of junk
guns within the city limit. Shortly
thereafter, I introduced my bill, which
would ban junk guns nationwide. Since
then, California cities have made
progress that exceeded my expecta-
tions. Once again, California is at the
leading edge of a nationwide move-
ment.

This week, the Oakland City Council,
with the support of the mayor and the
police chief, voted to ban the sale of
junk guns. San Francisco is expected
to follow shortly. And the city of San
Jose is also considering enacting a
junk gun ban. The police chiefs of these
three cities have all endorsed my bill
to ban junk guns nationwide.

I am very proud that these California
cities are acting responsibly to take
these dangerous firearms off our
streets. This momentum is growing
into an unstoppable force. The current
junk gun double standard cannot be
maintained. It is simply a matter of
time before Congress acts to apply the
same standards to domestically pro-
duced junk guns are currently applied
to imports.∑

TRIBUTE TO VERNON J. BAKER
∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr President, it is in-
deed a pleasure and a privilege for me
to speak today about the accomplish-
ments of one of my fellow Idahoans,
Vernon J. Baker. Vernon Baker is one
of seven African-Americans whose he-
roic actions in World War II are being
belatedly recognized. Vernon has been
nominated for this Nation’s highest
award—the Congressional Medal of
Honor.

When 1st Lt. Vernon Baker awoke on
the morning of April 5, 1945, I am con-
fident he did not begin the day think-
ing, ‘‘Today, I am going to be a hero.’’
I am more confident he began that
morning thinking, ‘‘Lord, give me the
strength to get me and my men
through another day.’’

In the smokey grayness of predawn,
artillery rained on the German moun-
tain stronghold called ‘‘Hill X’’ near
Castle Aghinolfi, Italy. First Lieuten-
ant Baker was a platoon leader of 25
men and a recent graduate of Officer
Candidate School. Standing five foot
five and weighing in at 139 pounds, he
led his men to the south side of the
draw, within 250 yards of the castle.
Seeing a telescope pointing out of the
narrow slit of the bunker, he ordered
his men to stay down and he crawled to
the opening, stuck in his M–1 and fired
until the rifle was empty. When he
looked inside, one of the two dead Ger-
mans was still slumped in his chair.
Baker then stumbled upon a camou-
flaged machine gun nest where he
killed two more Germans.

As he reported to his company com-
mander, Captain John Runyan, who
like all his superiors was white, he was
hit in the head by a ‘‘potato masher’’
hand grenade. It failed to explode and
Baker quickly shot and killed the Ger-
man who had thrown the grenade.
While his unit was under heavy fire, he
continued into the canyon alone. Dis-
covering a hidden entrance to another
dugout, he blasted it open with a gre-
nade and dashed inside, killing two
more German soldiers with a discarded
machine gun he had picked up off the
ground.

Captain Runyan ordered a with-
drawal of the unit and told Baker he
was going for reinforcements. That was
the last time Lieutenant Baker saw
Captain Runyan. The reinforcements
never arrived. At the end of the battle,
Baker regrouped the seven survivors of
the 25 man platoon. The unit had killed
26 Germans, destroyed six machine gun
nests, two observer posts, and four dug-
outs.

Vernon Baker was awarded the Dis-
tinguished Service Cross on July 4,
1945, for his actions that day. The Dis-
tinguished Service Cross is the Na-
tion’s second highest military award.
On the citation for the award, Baker is
cited for ‘‘outstanding courage’’ and
‘‘daring leadership.’’

Nearly 50 years later, during an
Army review of medals awarded during
World War II, the absence of a single
African-American from the list of Con-

gressional Medal of Honor winners was
duly noted. This began the process to
determine if African-Americans had
not received the Nation’s highest
award merely because of racial bias
rather than military record under fire.
Seven Distinguished Service Medal
awards were reevaluated and have now
been recommended for upgrade to the
Congressional Medal of Honor. Vernon
J. Baker is the only surviving nominee
from this illustrious group.

Mr. President, on behalf of a grateful
nation, I once more want to thank Ver-
non J. Baker for his courageous ac-
tions, on that April day so long ago.∑
f

JANET COOPER

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to
honor Janet Cooper who will be retir-
ing from the State of Michigan Depart-
ment of Civil Rights on June 1, 1996.
Janet Cooper has given more than
three decades of dedicated service in
establishing one of the best civil rights
agencies in the Nation.

Janet Cooper joined the Michigan De-
partment of Civil Rights as a field in-
vestigator in 1963, about the same time
I became the general counsel. I knew
her as a dedicated and thorough public
servant. Since then, she has served the
department in many roles including di-
rector of the Conciliation and Hearings
Division, deputy director of the En-
forcement Bureau, and director of the
Legal Bureau. She is currently the de-
partment deputy and is responsible for
the Enforcement Bureau, the Office of
Contractual and Business Services, and
the Office of Research.

Janet Cooper is an experienced attor-
ney who is known across the country
as an expert in the field of civil rights.
She has served as an adjunct professor
at Wayne State University School of
Law and the Detroit College of Law.
The Michigan State Bar Foundation
honored Janet with the title of Fellow.
This title is given to attorneys who
have demonstrated outstanding legal
ability and a strong dedication to the
community.

Janet Cooper is retiring from the De-
partment of Civil Rights, but her work
protecting the constitutional rights of
all citizens will not end. She will now
become the chair of the Metropolitan
Detroit Branch of the American Civil
Liberties Union of Michigan.

I know that my Senate colleagues
will join me in honoring Janet Cooper
for her many years of dedicated service
in upholding the civil rights of all peo-
ple.∑
f

LT. CAROLYN J. FERRARI, M.D.

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend the selection of Lt.
Carolyn J. Ferrari, M.D. as medical di-
rector and physician for Highland Med-
ical Center in Monterey, VA. Dr.
Ferrari’s acceptance of this key medi-
cal position concludes a nearly 3-year-
old search by the medical center board
of directors.
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I extend further praise to the U.S.

Navy for its authorization of Dr.
Ferrari’s early release. Mr. President,
if it were not for this authorization,
Dr. Ferrari would have had to complete
another year of duty.

As a former Secretary of the Navy, I
believe this is a win-win situation for
the U.S. Navy and the people of High-
land County. The Navy has a long and
distinguished history in Virginia, and I
appreciate this good neighbor effort.

Dr. Ferrari and the Highland Medical
Center will play an important role in
providing first-class health care to the
community. Moreover, this partnership
represents another important step to-
ward positive community and eco-
nomic growth.

Mr. President, let me say once again
that I applaud the Navy, Highland
Medical Center and Lt. Carolyn
Ferrari, M.D. I am proud that my office
was able to play a small role in this
very good development for the citizens
of Highland County and the surround-
ing area.∑
f

SIGNIFICANT ALASKA MILESTONE

∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Mark
Stasik and Daryl Miller, of Talkeetna,
recently achieved a great distinction in
our State of Alaska—they endured a 45
day, 350 mile circumnavigation of the
Denali and Foraker massifs, in Winter,
on foot. Along the way, the men
crossed four remote mountain passes,
traveled approximately 100 miles on 16
glaciers, 80 miles on rugged and di-
verse, high mountainous terrain, 115
miles on frozen rivers, creeks, and
lakes, and 55 miles amidst dense boreal
forest. There was an estimated ele-
vation gain and loss of 60,000 feet, the
equivalent of two Mt. Everests. The
two men also encountered tempera-
tures as low as 60 degrees below zero
and winds up to 100 mph, while carry-
ing 150 pounds of gear per person.

This expedition not only shows the
personal strength and perseverance of
these Alaskans, but it also provided
scientific and educational data for the
Denali National Park. This was the
first expedition of this kind. I am sure
the family and friends of Mark and
Daryl are very proud of their achieve-
ment.

Mr. President, I ask that an article
entitled ‘‘Off The Couch’’ from the
Climbing Magazine be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:
[From Climbing Magazine, June 15-Aug. 1,

1995]
OFF THE COUCH—TALKEETNA LOCALS
COMPLETE GRAND CIRCUMNAVIGATION

Leaving from their couches in downtown
Talkeetna, the Alaska Range veterans Mark
Stasik and Daryl Miller endured a 45-day, 350
mile circumnavigation of the Denali and
Foraker massifs—a first in winter. Calculat-
ing an elevation gain/loss of 60,000 feet for
the trip, Stasik and Miller experienced
expectedly horrendous conditions, including
60-below temperatures and 100 mph winds.
They also weathered a tent fire, a fall
through river ice, the loss of their maps, and

three days of travel without food or fuel. The
routefinding involved crossing four remote
mountain passes, 100 miles over 16 glaciers,
115 miles along (usually) frozen rivers,
creeks, and lakes, 80 miles of rugged moun-
tain terrain, and 55 miles of dense boreal for-
est undergrowth—all while toting sleds and
packs weighing in at 150 pounds per person.
The extremes of terrain and conditions sav-
aged their equipment: Miller broke two ski
bindings, and then his skis, then both of his
snowshoes, before borrowing Stasik’s backup
pair. ‘‘It was a product tester’s wet dream,’’
says Stasik.

Stasik and Miller share a great deal of
Alaskan experience, with 14 Denali expedi-
tions between them, numerous other
backcountry trips, and involvement in
search-and-rescue operations. Having seen
the yearly circus of climbers on Denali,
many unprepared for and disrespectful of the
dangers, Stasik and Miller hope to make a
statement with their expedition. ‘‘It was im-
portant for us to strip down to the rawest
elements, to show how locals could do it, on
foot, off the couch, and out the back door, to
assimilate the experience into an everyday
frame of reference, without it needing to be-
come a Spandex production,’’ says Stasik.
‘‘All this hype and lionization of climbing
has gotten to be a tad much.’’∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ‘‘THE GRAND OL’
LADY’’ OF NEW HAMPSHIRE,
MABEL RICHARDSON

∑ Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to Mabel Richard-
son, a truly dedicated and respected
New Hampshire public servant who
passed away this week. Mabel, who was
known to many as the Mountain Lady
and the Grand Ol’ Lady, served as a Re-
publican lawmaker in the New Hamp-
shire House of Representatives for 34
years. She was a role model for me and
many other New Hampshire elected of-
ficials.

While Mabel may no longer be with
us, she has left behind remarkable po-
litical legacy. From 1946 to 1980, she
served as a State representative, was a
strong advocate of public education
and helped establish the New Hamp-
shire Vocational-Technical College in
Berlin. She was also a delegate to the
National Republican Convention in the
1970’s and was Chairman of the Order of
Women Legislators and the State Re-
publican Party. On her 90th birthday in
1986, then-Governor, John Sununu, read
a proclamation of appreciation for her
34 years as a representative, and 4
years later then-Governor, Judd Gregg,
named her Republican of the Year. She
retired from politics when she was 83
years old.

Mabel lived a long, happy life of 99
years. She was born in Randolph, NH,
raised on a farm and educated in a one-
room schoolhouse. In 1960, she and her
husband Herbert Randall Richardson
became directors of the Odd Fellows’
Old Folks Home in Concord, and before
that they managed the Androscoggin
Valley Country Club.

Many people in New Hampshire
called Mabel the Mountain Lady be-
cause of her love of the White Moun-
tains, where she had led many moun-
tain climbs while working with the
youth extension program.

I am amazed at the stamina and en-
ergy this lady had even in the later
years of her life. As a representative in
the New Hampshire Legislature, she
was devoted to improving the lives of
New Hampshire citizens. Undoubtedly,
she will be missed by the many people
who were touched by her devotion and
hard work. I have always admired this
woman, who gave so much to her
State. She was truly a New Hampshire
landmark, and her memory will live
on—as solid as the White Mountains
that she loved for her century-long
life.∑
f

THE 15TH ANNUAL PEACE
OFFICERS’ MEMORIAL DAY

∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
week is National Peace Officers’ Week,
and the 15th Annual Peace Officers’
Memorial Service is occurring today on
the West Front of the Capitol.

We Americans go about our daily
routines with the comfort that we can
do so safety. We tend to forget that
this comfort is the result of the efforts
of thousands of dedicated peace officers
around the country who are working to
protect us from crime 24 hours a day.

While we are resting comfortably at
home in the twilight hours of early
morning, many peace officers are pro-
tecting our neighborhoods, patrolling
our streets, and often putting them-
selves in harm’s way. Their efforts are
not without sacrifices. Police work
does not always lend itself to family
schedules. There are times when the
children’s weekend soccer matches are
missed, when dinner is enjoyed in a pa-
trol car, and when officers do not have
the opportunity to tuck their children
into bed. And, there is always the lin-
gering anxiety of the spouse, worrying
if tragedy will strike.

Mr. President, I am a cosponsor of
Senator KEMPTHORNE’s Senate Resolu-
tion 251, a resolution commemorating
and acknowledging the dedication and
sacrifices of the men and women who
have lost their lives while serving as
law enforcement officers.

A preliminary report of the National
Association of Police Chiefs noted that
145 law officers died in the line of duty
in 1995, including 13 in the Oklahoma
City bombing.

While I am pleased to report that
Alaska did not lose any peace officers
in 1995, Alaska has lost 28 peace offi-
cers in the line of duty since statehood.

Today, we honor the memory of all
fallen peace officers, and grieve for
their families. In particular, I honor
the memory of the 28 Alaskans who
paid the ultimate price.

I will read the names of those 28
Alaskan peace officers and ask that
their names be inserted in the RECORD
of today’s Senate proceedings. They
are: Doris Wayne Barber, Earl Ray
Hoggard, Dennis Finbar Cronin, Harry
Edward Kier, Jimmy Earl Kennedy,
Louie Gordon Mizelle, Ignatius John
Charlie, Donald Thomas Dull, Karl Wil-
liam Reishus, Benjamin Franklin
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Strong, Thomas Charles Dillon,
Johnathon Paul Flora, Richard James
Adair, Troy Lynn Duncan, Roland
Edgar Chevalier, Jr., David Cameron
Harris, Anthony Crawford Jones, Ken-
neth Grant Nauska, Gary George
Wohfiel, Frank Stuart Rodman, Larry
Robert Carr, John David Stimson, Gor-
don Brewster Bartel, Harry Biddington
Hanson, Jr., Ronald Eugene Zimin,
Robert Lee Bittick, Leroy Garvin
Bohuslov, and Claude Everett
Swackhammer.

Mr. President, in closing I bring to
the attention of my colleagues the
Blue Ribbon Campaign organized by
Concerns of Police Survivors, Inc., also
known as COPS.

Blue ribbons are being flown this
week from patrol antennas nationwide
to ask communities to support law en-
forcement, and to remember those offi-
cers who have given their lives in the
line of duty. You can see them flying
proudly from our Capitol Hill Police
patrol cars.

In keeping with this sign of support
and remembrance, I urge all Alaskans
to fly blue ribbons from their car an-
tennas this week.∑
f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session
to consider the following nominations
on today’s executive calendar: All
nominations placed on the Secretary’s
desk in the Air Force, Army, Marine
Corps, and Navy.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the nominations be confirmed, en bloc,
the motions to reconsider be laid upon
the table, en bloc, that any statements
relating to the nominations appear at
the appropriate place in the RECORD,
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action, and that the
Senate then return to legislative ses-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations were considered and
confirmed, en bloc, as follows:
IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, MARINE CORPS, NAVY

Air Force nominations beginning Brian H.
Benedict, and ending Daniel K. Roberts,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of March 20, 1996

Air Force nominations beginning Michael
G. Colangelo, and ending John J. Barlettano,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of March 20, 1996

Army nominations beginning Ralph G.
Benson, and ending Jesse L. Thornton, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 1, 1996

Army nominations beginning Wesley S.
Ashton, and ending Valerie E. Holmes, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of
March 26, 1996

Army nominations beginning Andre B.
Abadie, and ending Steven Paul Zynda,

which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of March 26, 1996

Army nomination of Mark H. Lauber,
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of April
15, 1996

Army nominations beginning Jeffery
Dootson, and ending Jon E. Schiff, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of
April 15, 1996

Army nominations beginning Daniel Bolas,
and ending Paul S. Darby, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of April
15, 1996

Army nominations beginning Richard R.
Eckert, and ending Robert S. Knapp, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of
April 15, 1996

Army nominations beginning Ernest R.
Adkins, and ending James C. Robertson, Jr.,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of April 15, 1996

Army nominations beginning *Raymond A.
Constabile, and ending Neil W. Ahle, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of
April 15, 1996

Army nominations beginning *William E.
Ackerman, and ending *Myrna E. Zapata,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of April 15, 1996

Marine Corps nominations beginning Mi-
chael C. Albano, and ending Richard C.
Zilmer, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of March 20, 1996.

Marine Corps nominations beginning Wil-
liam S. Aitken, and ending Douglas P.
Yurovich, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of March 20, 1996.

Marine Corps nominations beginning Joel
H. Berry III, and ending Wayne R. Steele,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of April 15, 1996.

Marine Corps nominations beginning Craig
R. Abele, and ending Paul E. Zambelli, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of May
9, 1996.

Marine Corps nominations beginning
Carlton W. Adams, and ending Donald C.
Prograis, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of May 9, 1996.

Navy nominations beginning David L.
Aamodt, and ending Schon M. Zwakman,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of April 15, 1996.

f

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion.
f

AMENDING THE NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 2066, just received from
the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2066) to amend the National
School Lunch Act to provide greater flexibil-
ity to schools to meet the dietary guidelines
for Americans under the school lunch and
school breakfast programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the bill
before us today amends the National
School Lunch Act to provide greater
flexibility to school food service au-
thorities to meet the USDA dietary
guidelines for Americans. It is a posi-
tive step in providing healthy meals for
our Nation’s school children.

As I have stated on numerous occa-
sions, the National School Lunch and
Breakfast Programs work. School food
service authorities have worked for
nearly 50 years feeding millions of chil-
dren each school day healthy meals. In
recent years they have worked even
harder to reduce the fat and sodium in
the meals. I support these changes
made by school food authorities to im-
prove the nutritional profile of school
meals; and I believe it is important to
provide them adequate flexibility to
serve meals that meet the USDA die-
tary guidelines for Americans and the
recommended dietary allowances.

The purpose of the bill, which is simi-
lar to one introduced by the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi, Sen-
ator COCHRAN, is not to delete or post-
pone the implementation of the dietary
guidelines as contained in the Healthy
Meals for Healthy Americans Act of
1994. It is, however, to provide needed
flexibility and clarity to meet these re-
quirements in a cost efficient manner.
Guidelines issued by the Department of
Agriculture to assist schools in meet-
ing nutrition requirements should re-
flect the intent of the bill and should
not require intensive paperwork or so-
phisticated nutrient analysis of meals
prior to food service.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
recently issued a policy statement re-
vising the instructions for crediting
grains and breads in the National
School Lunch Program. The policy
statement is complicated and poten-
tially costly to schools. While I support
the philosophy of the Department to
assist schools in meeting the dietary
guidelines, I question the need for such
an explicit policy statement. It is my
hope that this legislation, along with
assistance from the Department of Ag-
riculture, will help school food service
authorities serve meals that meet the
nutritional requirements and children
will eat.

This legislation has strong support
from the Indiana School Food Service
Association and the American School
Food Service Association. It is also
supported by the Clinton administra-
tion.

I urge Senators to support the bill.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today

the Senate is considering H.R. 2066, a
bill that is virtually the same as S.
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1613, which I introduced in the Senate
earlier this year.

The purpose of this legislation is to
amend the National School Lunch Act
to provide greater flexibility to schools
to meet the dietary guidelines for
Americans contained in Public Law
103–448, the Healthy Meals for Healthy
Americans Act of 1994. This bill does
not postpone or reduce in any way the
statutory requirement that schools
have to meet these dietary guidelines.

The National School Lunch Program
currently operates in over 92,000
schools and serves approximately 26
million children each day. In my State
of Mississippi approximately 7 out of 10
children participate in the School
Lunch Program.

The Secretary should take measures
to ensure accountability, but should
ensure those measures do not reduce
the flexibility in this bill. It is not the
intent of this bill for the Secretary to
require school food authorities to pro-
vide detailed information about rec-
ipes, menus, nutrients, or nutrient
analyses in order to receive approval to
use a menu-planning method other
than the three prescribed by USDA.
Limitations on staff time and re-
sources could make it extremely dif-
ficult for many school food authorities
to provide such information. Schools
that desire to use the 1994–95 food-
based meal policies are entitled to do
so under this legislation without
preapproval. This legislation will also
allow schools to consider local and re-
gional preferences when preparing
meals.

This bill has received wide support
from school representatives at both the
local and national level and from the
administration. Earlier this week the
other body passed this bill by unani-
mous consent. I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise in support of H.R. 2066, which is
identical to S. 1613, a bill which I co-
sponsored. The purpose of this legisla-
tion is to provide commonsense flexi-
bility to schools in meeting the statu-
tory requirement of serving meals that
meet the dietary guidelines for Ameri-
cans under the school lunch and break-
fast programs.

The dietary guidelines for Americans
were first issued jointly by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services in
1980, and have been revised several
times since to reflect developments in
scientific opinion. They present rea-
sonable suggestions for how healthy
Americans should eat to help them
stay healthy. Congress has required
that the school lunch and breakfast
programs meet standards outlined in
the dietary guidelines beginning with
the 1996–97 school year.

Local school food service personnel
have been working hard to improve the
nutritional quality of school meals so
that the dietary guidelines would be
met. Good progress has been underway
in virtually all schools, and many

schools have met the dietary guidelines
for a number of years using the exist-
ing food-based meal pattern. Unfortu-
nately, recent regulatory efforts by the
Department of Agriculture seem to
have been undertaken with such good-
intentioned zeal that local school food
service personnel found themselves
being micromanaged from Washington.
Mr. President, there are relatively few
things that work out well when man-
dated in detail from Washington and
then implemented without reasonable
discretion across the country. In school
lunches and breakfasts, that is a recipe
for disaster.

This legislation makes crystal clear
that the regulations, policies, and
guidelines in effect in 1994–95 school
year are to be available to schools as
one of the reasonable means of meeting
the dietary guidelines. This legislation
reaches beyond the regulations to the
informal policy guidance documents.
For example, the Department of Agri-
culture has issued a new policy regard-
ing bread serving sizes that could have
been issued under the 1994–95 food plan
regulations, but was not. This new pol-
icy specifies, among other things, var-
ious sizes for muffins that must be
served to meet the new policy. The
sizes depend on the ingredients, and in
some cases, the size of muffins would
have to double. This legislation pro-
vides that the previous bread policy is
available to schools in serving a food-
based menu plan. This legislation is
not to be construed as permitting new
mandates or overly-clever interpreta-
tions in informal policy statements
with the effect of defeating flexibility
for local schools. This is just the sort
of micromanagement from Washington
our schools do not need.

Mr. President, I know and appreciate
the work of school food service person-
nel. They work day in and day out to
provide the best possible meals for the
children of their school. Often, they are
preparing meals for their own children.
The Department of Agriculture should
not again lose sight of that commit-
ment by local school personnel. Instead
of detailed mandates that prove to be
unworkable, USDA should strive to
work with the local food service per-
sonnel who feed our children each
school day.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
deemed read the third time, passed, the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, and any statements relating to
the bill appear at the appropriate place
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 2066) was deemed read
the third time, and passed.
f

PUBLIC BUILDINGS REFORM ACT
OF 1996

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 334, S. 1005.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 1005) to amend the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959 to improve the process of
constructing, altering, purchasing, and ac-
quiring public buildings, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works,
with an amendment to strike all after
the enacting clause and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Public Build-
ings Reform Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. SITE SELECTION.

Section 5 of the Public Buildings Act of 1959
(40 U.S.C. 604) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(d) CONSIDERATION OF COSTS.—In selecting a
site for a project to construct, alter, or acquire
a public building, or to lease office or any other
type of space, under this Act, the Administrator
shall consider the impact of the selection of a
particular site on the cost and space efficiency
of the project.’’.
SEC. 3. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT OF PUBLIC

BUILDINGS PROJECTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Public

Buildings Act of 1959 (40 U.S.C. 606) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking the last sentence;
(B) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘In

order’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(2) PREREQUISITES TO OBLIGATION OF

FUNDS.—
‘‘(B) APPROVAL REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(i) CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATION, AND ACQUISI-

TION.—In order’’;
(C) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘No’’

and inserting the following:
‘‘(ii) LEASE.—No’’;
(D) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘No’’

and inserting the following:
‘‘(iii) ALTERATION.—No’’;
(E) by striking ‘‘SEC. 7. (a)’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘SEC. 7. SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PRO-

POSED PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) PUBLIC BUILDINGS PLAN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 15 days

after the President submits to Congress the
budget of the United States Government under
section 1105 of title 31, United States Code, the
Administrator shall submit to Congress a public
buildings plan (referred to in this subsection as
the ‘triennial plan’) for the first 3 fiscal years
that begin after the date of submission. The tri-
ennial plan shall specify such projects for which
approval is required under paragraph (2)(B) re-
lating to the construction, alteration, or acquisi-
tion of public buildings, or the lease of office or
any other type of space, as the Administrator
determines are necessary to carry out the duties
of the Administrator under this Act or any other
law.

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The triennial plan shall in-
clude—

‘‘(i) a 5-year strategic management plan for
capital assets under the control of the Adminis-
trator that—

‘‘(I) provides for accommodating the office
space and other public building needs of the
Federal Government; and

‘‘(II) is based on procurement mechanisms
that allow the Administrator to take advantage
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of fluctuations in market forces affecting build-
ing construction and availability;

‘‘(ii) a list—
‘‘(I) in order of priority, of each construction

or acquisition (excluding lease) project described
in subparagraph (A) for which an authorization
of appropriations is—

‘‘(aa) requested for the first of the 3 fiscal
years of the triennial plan referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) (referred to in this paragraph as
the ‘first year’);

‘‘(bb) expected to be requested for the second
of the 3 fiscal years of the triennial plan re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) (referred to in this
paragraph as the ‘second year’); or

‘‘(cc) expected to be requested for the third of
the 3 fiscal years of the triennial plan referred
to in subparagraph (A) (referred to in this para-
graph as the ‘third year’); and

‘‘(II) that includes a description of each such
project and the number of square feet of space
planned for each such project;

‘‘(iii) a list of each lease or lease renewal de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) for which an au-
thorization of appropriations is—

‘‘(I) requested for the first year; or
‘‘(II) expected to be requested for the second

year or third year;
‘‘(iv) a list, in order of priority, of each

planned repair or alteration project described in
subparagraph (A) for which an authorization of
appropriations is—

‘‘(I) requested for the first year; or
‘‘(II) expected to be requested for the second

year or third year;
‘‘(v) an explanation of the basis for each order

of priority specified under clauses (ii) and (iv);
‘‘(vi) the estimated annual and total cost of

each project requested in the triennial plan;
‘‘(vii) a list of each public building planned to

be wholly vacated, to be exchanged for other
property, or to be disposed of during the period
covered by the triennial plan; and

‘‘(viii) requests for authorizations of appro-
priations necessary to carry out projects listed
in the triennial plan for the first year.

‘‘(C) PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION IN
PLAN.—

‘‘(i) FIRST YEAR.—In the case of a project for
which the Administrator has requested an au-
thorization of appropriations for the first year,
information required to be included in the tri-
ennial plan under subparagraph (B) shall be
presented in the form of a prospectus that meets
the requirements of paragraph (2)(C).

‘‘(ii) SECOND YEAR AND THIRD YEAR.—
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a project for

which the Administrator expects to request an
authorization of appropriations for the second
year or third year, information required to be
included in the triennial plan under subpara-
graph (B) shall be presented in the form of a
project description.

‘‘(II) GOOD FAITH ESTIMATES.—
‘‘(aa) IN GENERAL.—Each reference to cost,

price, or any other dollar amount contained in
a project description referred to in subclause (I)
shall be considered to be a good faith estimate
by the Administrator.

‘‘(bb) EFFECT.—A good faith estimate referred
to in item (aa) shall not bind the Administrator
with respect to a request for appropriation of
funds for a fiscal year other than a fiscal year
for which an authorization of appropriations
for the project is requested in the triennial plan.

‘‘(cc) EXPLANATION OF DEVIATION FROM ESTI-
MATE.—If the request for an authorization of
appropriations contained in the prospectus for a
project submitted under paragraph (2)(C) is dif-
ferent from a good faith estimate for the project
referred to in item (aa), the prospectus shall in-
clude an explanation of the difference.

‘‘(D) REINCLUSION OF PROJECTS IN PLANS.—If
a project included in a triennial plan is not ap-
proved in accordance with this subsection, or if
funds are not made available to carry out a
project, the Administrator may include the
project in a subsequent triennial plan submitted
under this subsection.’’;

(F) in paragraph (2) (as designated by sub-
paragraph (B))—

(i) by inserting after ‘‘(2) PREREQ-
UISITES TO OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.—’’ the follow-
ing:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Administrator may not ob-
ligate funds that are made available for any
project for which approval is required under
subparagraph (B) unless—

‘‘(i) the project was included in the triennial
plan for the fiscal year; and

‘‘(ii) a prospectus for the project was submit-
ted to Congress and approved in accordance
with this paragraph.’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) PROSPECTUSES.—For the purpose of ob-

taining approval of a proposed project described
in the triennial plan, the Administrator shall
submit to Congress a prospectus for the project
that includes—

‘‘(i) a brief description of the public building
to be constructed, altered, or acquired, or the
space to be leased, under this Act;

‘‘(ii) the location of the building to be con-
structed, altered, or acquired, or the space to be
leased, and an estimate of the maximum cost,
based on the predominant local office space
measurement system (as determined by the Ad-
ministrator), to the United States of the con-
struction, alteration, or acquisition of the build-
ing, or lease of the space;

‘‘(iii) in the case of a project for the construc-
tion of a courthouse or other public building
consisting solely of general purpose office space,
the cost benchmark for the project determined
under subsection (d); and

‘‘(iv) in the case of a project relating to a
courthouse—

‘‘(I) as of the date of submission of the pro-
spectus, the number of—

‘‘(aa) Federal judges for whom the project is
to be carried out; and

‘‘(bb) courtrooms available for the judges;
‘‘(II) the projected number of Federal judges

and courtrooms to be accommodated by the
project at the end of the 10-year period begin-
ning on the date;

‘‘(III) a justification for the projection under
subclause (II) (including a specification of the
number of authorized positions, and the number
of judges in senior status, to be accommodated);

‘‘(IV) the year in which the courthouse in use
as of the date of submission of the prospectus
reached maximum capacity by housing only
courts and court-related agencies;

‘‘(V) the level of security risk at the court-
house in use as of the date of submission of the
prospectus, as determined by the Director of the
Administrative Office of the United States
Courts; and

‘‘(VI) the termination date of any lease, in ef-
fect as of the date of submission of the prospec-
tus, of space to carry out a court-related activ-
ity that will be affected by the project.’’; and

(G) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) EMERGENCY AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(A) OVERRIDING INTEREST.—If the Adminis-

trator, in consultation with the Commissioner of
the Public Buildings Service, determines that an
overriding interest requires emergency authority
to construct, alter, or acquire a public building,
or lease office or storage space, and that the au-
thority cannot be obtained in a timely manner
through the triennial planning process required
under paragraph (1), the Administrator may
submit a written request for the authority to the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The Administrator may carry out
the project for which authority was requested
under the preceding sentence if the project is
approved in the manner described in paragraph
(2)(B).

‘‘(B) DECLARED EMERGENCIES.—
‘‘(i) LEASE AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this section, the Adminis-

trator may enter into an emergency lease during
any period of emergency declared by the Presi-
dent pursuant to the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C.
5121 et seq.) or any other law, or declared by
any Federal agency pursuant to any applicable
law, except that no such emergency lease shall
be for a period of more than 5 years.

‘‘(ii) REPORTING.—As part of each triennial
plan, the Administrator shall describe any emer-
gency lease for which a prospectus is required
under paragraph (2) that was entered into by
the Administrator under clause (i) during the
preceding fiscal year.’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(b) The’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘(b) INCREASES IN COSTS OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(1) INCREASE OF 10 PERCENT OR LESS.—The’’;

and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) GREATER INCREASES.—If the Adminis-

trator increases the estimated maximum cost of
a project in an amount greater than the increase
authorized by paragraph (1), the Administrator
shall, not later than 30 days after the date of
the increase, notify the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate and the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture of the House of Representatives of the
amount of, and reasons for, the increase.’’;

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘(c) In the
case’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(c) RESCISSION OF APPROVAL.—In the case’’;
and

(4) by striking subsection (d) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(d) DEVELOPMENT OF COST BENCHMARKS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall de-

velop standard cost benchmarks for projects for
the construction of courthouses, and other pub-
lic buildings consisting solely of general purpose
office space, for which a prospectus is required
under subsection (a)(2). The benchmarks shall
consist of the appropriate cost per square foot
for low-rise, mid-rise, and high-rise projects sub-
ject to the various factors determined under
paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) FACTORS.—In developing the bench-
marks, the Administrator shall consider such
factors as geographic location (including the
necessary extent of seismic structural supports),
the tenant agency, and necessary parking facili-
ties, and such other factors as the Administrator
considers appropriate.’’.

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Section 11 of the
Public Buildings Act of 1959 (40 U.S.C. 610) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘SEC. 11. (a) Upon’’ and insert-
ing the following:
‘‘SEC. 11. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

‘‘(a) REPORTS ON UNCOMPLETED PROJECTS.—
Upon’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(b) The Administrator’’ and

inserting the following:
‘‘(b) BUILDING PROJECT SURVEYS AND RE-

PORTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator’’;
(B) in the second sentence of paragraph (1)

(as so designated), by inserting before the period
at the end the following: ‘‘, and shall specify
whether the project is included in a 5-year stra-
tegic capital asset management plan required
under section 7(a)(1)(B)(i) or a prioritized list
required under section 7(a)(1)(B)’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) INCLUSION OF REQUESTED BUILDING

PROJECTS IN TRIENNIAL PLAN.—The Adminis-
trator may include a prospectus for the funding
of a public building project for which a report is
submitted under paragraph (1) in a triennial
public buildings plan required under section
7(a)(1).’’.

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 7 of the Act (40 U.S.C. 606) is
amended by striking ‘‘Committee on Public
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Works and Transportation’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure’’.

(2) Section 11(b)(1) of the Act (as amended by
subsection (b)(2)) is further amended by striking
‘‘Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation’’ and inserting ‘‘Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure’’.
SEC. 4. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ASSET MANAGE-

MENT.
Section 12 of the Public Buildings Act of 1959

(40 U.S.C. 611) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘SEC. 12. (a) The Adminis-

trator’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘SEC. 12. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ASSET MAN-

AGEMENT.
‘‘(a) DUTIES OF ADMINISTRATOR.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator’’;
(2) in subsection (a), by adding at the end the

following:
‘‘(2) REPOSITORY FOR ASSET MANAGEMENT IN-

FORMATION.—The Administrator shall use the
results of the continuing investigation and sur-
vey required under paragraph (1) to establish a
central repository for the asset management in-
formation of the Federal Government.’’;

(3) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(b) In carrying’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(b) COOPERATION AMONG FEDERAL AGEN-

CIES.—
‘‘(1) BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.—In carrying’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘Each Federal’’ and inserting

the following:
‘‘(2) BY THE AGENCIES.—Each Federal’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) IDENTIFICATION AND DISPOSITION OF

UNNEEDED REAL PROPERTY.—
‘‘(A) IDENTIFICATION.—Each Federal agency

shall—
‘‘(i) identify real property that is or will be-

come unneeded, obsolete, or underutilized dur-
ing the 5-year period beginning on the date of
the identification; and

‘‘(ii) annually report the information on the
real property described in clause (i) to the Ad-
ministrator.

‘‘(B) DISPOSITION.—The Administrator shall
analyze more cost-effective uses for the real
property identified under subparagraph (A) and
make recommendations to the Federal agency
concerning the more cost-effective uses.’’;

(4) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘(c) When-
ever’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(c) IDENTIFICATION OF BUILDINGS OF HIS-
TORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, AND CULTURAL SIGNIFI-
CANCE.—Whenever’’; and

(5) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘(d) The Ad-
ministrator’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(d) REGARD TO COMPARATIVE URGENCY OF
NEED.—The Administrator’’.
SEC. 5. ADDRESSING LONG-TERM GOVERNMENT

HOUSING NEEDS.
(a) REPORT ON LONG-TERM HOUSING NEEDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this Act and the end of
each 2-year period thereafter, the head of each
Federal agency (as defined in section 13(3) of
the Public Buildings Act of 1959 (40 U.S.C.
612(3))) shall review and report to the Adminis-
trator of General Services (referred to in this Act
as the ‘‘Administrator’’) on the long-term hous-
ing needs of the agency. The Administrator
shall consolidate the agency reports and submit
a consolidated report to Congress.

(2) ASSISTANCE AND UNIFORM STANDARDS.—
The Administrator shall—

(A) assist each agency in carrying out the re-
view required under paragraph (1); and

(B) prepare uniform standards for housing
needs for—

(i) executive agencies (as defined in section
13(4) of the Public Buildings Act of 1959 (40
U.S.C. 612(4))); and

(ii) establishments in the judicial branch of
the Federal Government.

(b) REDUCTION IN AGGREGATE OFFICE AND
STORAGE SPACE.—By the end of the third fiscal

year that begins after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Federal agencies referred to in sub-
section (a)(1) shall, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, collectively reduce by not less than 10
percent the aggregate office and storage space
used by the agencies (regardless of whether the
space is leased or owned) on the date of enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 6. DESIGN GUIDES AND STANDARDS FOR

COURT ACCOMMODATIONS.
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after the

date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator, in consultation with the Director of the
Administrative Office of the United States
Courts, shall submit a report to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate
and the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives
that specifies the characteristics of court accom-
modations that are essential to the provision of
due process of law and the safe, fair, and effi-
cient administration of justice by the Federal
court system.

(b) DESIGN GUIDES AND STANDARDS.—
(1) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the Director of
the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts and after notice and opportunity for
comment, shall develop design guides and stand-
ards for Federal court accommodations based on
the report submitted under subsection (a). In de-
veloping the design guides and standards, the
Administrator shall consider space efficiency
and the appropriate standards for furnishings.

(2) USE.—Notwithstanding section 462 of title
28, United States Code, the design guides and
standards developed under paragraph (1) shall
be used in the design of court accommodations.
SEC. 7. DESIGN OF FEDERAL COURTHOUSES.

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act establishing a Com-
mission on Fine Arts’’, approved May 17, 1910
(36 Stat. 371, chapter 243; 40 U.S.C. 104), is
amended by inserting after the second sentence
the following: ‘‘It shall be the duty of the com-
mission, not later than 60 days after submission
of a conceptual design to the commission for a
Federal courthouse at any place in the United
States, to provide advice on the design, includ-
ing an evaluation of the ability of the design to
express the dignity, enterprise, vigor, and stabil-
ity of the American Government appropriately
and within the accepted standards of court-
house design.’’.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today
the Senate is considering my bill, the
Public Buildings Reform Act. Let me
start by expressing my thanks to the
Chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, Senator Chafee,
and the Chairman of the relevant Sub-
committee, Senator Warner, for their
support of this bill.

Mr. President, the Public Buildings
Reform Act will go a long way to help-
ing Congress make wise decisions on
public buildings construction. It will
help Congress achieve some discipline
with respect to the cost of new federal
buildings and courthouses. Specifi-
cally, the bill will bring some sanity to
the courthouse construction program.

I have been working on the court-
house construction program for quite
some time. And the more I have
learned about the program, the more
concerned I have become. It is very im-
portant that we reform the courthouse
construction program and this bill will
do that.

Why? Because the budget requests for
new courthouses get larger and larger
each year. Let me give examples from

the last five years of budget requests—
in FY 1993, the courthouse construction
program request was $132 million or 22
percent of the GSA budget request; in
FY 1994, the courthouse construction
program request was $566 million or 76
percent of GSA’s budget request; in FY
1995, courthouse requests were $419 mil-
lion or 87 percent; in FY 1996, court-
house requests were $639 million or 63
percent and this year, FY 1997, court-
house requests are $632 million or 88
percent.

Mr. President, this is a lot of money.
And we need to spend it wisely and
only on those courthouse projects that
are truly needed.

The Public Buildings Reform Act will
help us do just that. It accomplishes
two major goals—prioritization of
courthouse projects; and gaining con-
trol of the Courthouse construction De-
sign Guide.

Let me briefly summarize the major
provisions of the bill.

First, the bill will require the Gen-
eral Services Administration (GSA)
each year to submit a three-year plan
to Congress. This triennial plan will
prioritize courthouse and non-court-
house projects.

The first year of the three-year plan
will contain the projects requested for
authorization or appropriation. The
second and third years of the three-
year plan will be informational lists of
projects expected to be requested in the
future. Each year, the projects must be
listed in a priority order.

All of this information will help Con-
gress determine which projects are
truly necessary—which is more impor-
tant than ever as we work to balance
the federal budget. As part of the
three-year plan, GSA must also submit
a five-year strategic capital asset man-
agement plan—which is a long-term
plan of projects.

GAO has stated that the lack of long-
term planning has created a situation
where ‘‘absent this information, Con-
gress has little practical choice but to
consider projects individually. And
since there is no articulated rationale
or justification in a long-term strate-
gic context for GSA’s proposed
projects, other projects can seem just
as defensible.’’

Now I must tell the Senate that this
year, the Administrative Office of the
Courts has heard our calls for a
prioritized list of courthouses. And
they submitted a list of projects to the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee. This is a good step and I com-
mend the Courts. But this bill will take
us the next logical step and give Con-
gress a preview of impending projects.

In addition to the priority list, the
bill will require GSA to submit addi-
tional information to the Environment
and Public Works Committee to justify
project requests. For courthouse
projects, this will include the projected
number of judges to be housed in the
new courthouse; the year when the cur-
rent courthouse met or will meet its
maximum capacity; the level of secu-
rity risk at the current courthouse;
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and the expiration date of any current
leases housing the courts. This infor-
mation will enable the Environment
and Public Works Committee and the
Congress to do a better job in assessing
the need for new courthouses.

Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, the bill will solve what I see as
a major problem with the courthouse
construction program. That is, the
standards for courthouse design seem
to be ever changing. And, of course, the
changes always seem to lead to more
expensive projects, not cheaper ones.

To fix that problem, this bill will re-
quire GSA, along with the Courts, to
rewrite the courthouse construction
Design Guide and develop fair, respon-
sible standards for courthouse con-
struction. GSA then will be in charge
of making sure that all courthouses
constructed in this country do not de-
viate from the standards contained in
the Design Guide.

Why should this be done? One reason
was cited by the GSA Inspector Gen-
eral in a report issued on September 27,
1995. The report said the ‘‘Courts De-
sign Guide is a document which pro-
vides specifications, requirements, and
standards for constructing and outfit-
ting courthouses. It has evolved over
the years and has produced larger,
more grandly appointed courtrooms
and chambers. As a result, costs relat-
ed to implementing the design stand-
ards written by and interpreted by the
Courts have escalated. The language
and requirements in the Courts Design
Guide help explain some of the per-
ceived excesses in new courthouse
projects.’’

This does not mean courthouses will
be drab—they will continue to be ap-
propriate to the dignity of the Courts.
But they will not be palaces. It means
that we will have an effective checks
and balances on the design of court-
houses.

Mr. President, it is important for
judges to understand that this is not
their money. It is the taxpayers
money. And the taxpayers demand and
deserve to know that their tax dollars
are not being thrown away on extrava-
gances like marble floors and brass
doorknobs.

In Montana, our judges do not have
palatial courthouses. In fact, many of
our judges are not even housed in a fed-
erally-owned courthouse—they are in
leased space. But they are able to pro-
vide due process of the law without
these extras.

As Congress looks to make deep cuts
in many important social and domestic
programs, it is only fair that we make
sure that tax dollars are not needlessly
wasted in the construction of federal
buildings.

Again, Mr. President, I thank Sen-
ators CHAFEE and WARNER for their
support of this bill.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today
the Senate will consider S. 1005, the
Public Building Reform Act of 1996.
This legislation, which will improve
the way we construct, acquire and

lease public buildings, was introduced
on June 29, 1995. It is cosponsored by
Senators Warner and Baucus, the
chairman and ranking member of the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. The full
committee approved S. 1005, with
amendments, on December 19, 1995.

Before I go on, Mr. President, I would
like to recognize the efforts of Senator
BAUCUS and Senator WARNER. They
have worked together over the last
year on the Transportation and Infra-
structure Subcommittee to shape this
important and necessary set of re-
forms.

As I will discuss further in my re-
marks today, the issue of Federal
building and courthouse construction
has received a tremendous amount of
critical commentary in the media and
here on Capitol Hill. I believe that S.
1005 responds to the important prob-
lems in a thoughtful and measured
way.

Over the last three to four years, we
have witnessed an endless stream of
General Accounting Office (GAO) re-
ports, newspaper stories and congres-
sional investigations citing excessive
General Services Administration (GSA)
spending for Federal building projects.

These reports and investigations
have discussed management failures at
GSA, insufficient project prioritiza-
tion, the inclusion of unneeded and
‘‘luxurious’’ facility features, and inap-
propriate congressional influence upon
the selection of projects as causes for
wasteful and excessive spending. The
courthouse construction projects, in
particular, have been a source of great
controversy.

Members of the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works have
worked hard over the last three years,
in particular to reform the public
buildings process and to achieve sig-
nificant taxpayer savings. Some here
might recall that in the fiscal year 1996
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget,
the Congress called for a 30 percent re-
duction in new construction funding at
GSA over seven years.

Last year, in the first year of the
seven-year period, we achieved that
budget goal, The Committee cut a
number of new construction projects
and authorized less than 70 percent of
the $1.022 billion requested by the ad-
ministration. The Committee has re-
cently received and is reviewing the
administration’s fiscal year 1997 budget
request. Like last year, we will be
looking to authorize an overall funding
level that is significantly below the
levels authorized in previous years.

While thorough review of the annual
project requests must and will con-
tinue, there is also the need for fun-
damental reform of the process by
which these new construction projects
are identified, designed, submitted to
the Congress, authorized and finally
approved for funding. We believe that
the reforms contained in S. 1005 will:
improve the quality of the projects

submitted for congressional approval;
improve and enhance congressional
oversight; and ultimately, save the
taxpayers millions of dollars.

The bill addresses four major issues.
The first issue is priority-setting. As I
stated previously, the fiscal year 1996
Budget Resolution called for a 30 per-
cent reduction in GSA construction
funding over seven years.

To achieve this target in a reason-
able fashion, we must be aware of what
GSA and its tenant agencies consider
to be the top priorities. S. 1005 requires
a clear prioritization of all GSA
projects submitted to the Congress for
approval. With regard to courthouse
projects, I might note that the Judici-
ary and GSA have already begun to
comply with this important require-
ment.

Next is the issue of long-range plan-
ning. The idea here is to know, in ad-
vance, what projects are likely to be
requested in future years. Our experi-
ence has been that too many worth-
while projects—which have gone
through all of the steps—get bumped
out of GSA’s annual request to accom-
modate other projects which are politi-
cally driven.

This legislation requires GSA to sub-
mit to Congress—as part of its annual
authorization requests—a list of the
projects it intends to request for the
subsequent two years. This way, the
Congress will be able to identify and
plainly judge the merit of projects
which might have been ‘‘hurried
through the process.’’

The third major issue addressed by
the bill is the need for specific informa-
tion on project requests. If GSA is to
establish project rankings or ‘‘prior-
ities’’ under this bill, they must do so
after following a sensible set of cri-
teria. When did the project reach its
maximum space capacity? Are there
time-sensitive lease circumstances as-
sociated with the project request?

In the case of courthouse projects;
how many judgeships are authorized
and what is the appropriate number of
courtrooms? Or, what is the security
situation? The bill requires that all of
this essential information be included
in the prospectuses sent to Congress.

Again, with respect to courthouses,
this legislation addresses the issue of
design standards. While the Congress
cannot and should not dictate the
exact parameters of courtroom ceiling
heights and judges’ chambers—I am
convinced that we need a consistent set
of guidelines or standards. The bill be-
fore us establishes a partnership be-
tween GSA and the Judiciary on design
guidelines. It is my hope that these
two entities can work together to es-
tablish design guidelines which will put
an end to the controversy that has fol-
lowed some of these projects.

In closing, Mr. President, let me say
that I am glad to be a part of this re-
form effort and wish to again commend
Senators BAUCUS and WARNER for their
leadership. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this sensible reform
measure.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3983

(Purpose: To make a technical correction.)
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator BAUCUS and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST],
for Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an amendment
numbered 3983.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 21, line 3, strike ‘‘1995’’ and insert

‘‘1996’’.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be agreed to, the committee
amendment be agreed to, the bill, as
amended, be deemed read the third
time, and passed, the title be agreed to,
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to the bill be placed at the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 3983) was agreed
to.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill (S. 1005), as amended, was
deemed read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

S. 1005
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Public
Buildings Reform Act of 1996’’.
SEC. 2. SITE SELECTION.

Section 5 of the Public Buildings Act of
1959 (40 U.S.C. 604) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(d) CONSIDERATION OF COSTS.—In selecting
a site for a project to construct, alter, or ac-
quire a public building, or to lease office or
any other type of space, under this Act, the
Administrator shall consider the impact of
the selection of a particular site on the cost
and space efficiency of the project.’’.
SEC. 3. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT OF PUBLIC

BUILDINGS PROJECTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Public

Buildings Act of 1959 (40 U.S.C. 606) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking the last sentence;
(B) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘In

order’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(2) PREREQUISITES TO OBLIGATION OF

FUNDS.—
‘‘(B) APPROVAL REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(i) CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATION, AND ACQUI-

SITION.—In order’’;
(C) in the second sentence, by striking

‘‘No’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(ii) LEASE.—No’’;
(D) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘No’’

and inserting the following:
‘‘(iii) ALTERATION.—No’’;
(E) by striking ‘‘SEC. 7. (a)’’ and inserting

the following:
‘‘SEC. 7. SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PRO-

POSED PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘‘(1) PUBLIC BUILDINGS PLAN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 15 days

after the President submits to Congress the
budget of the United States Government
under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code, the Administrator shall submit to Con-
gress a public buildings plan (referred to in
this subsection as the ‘triennial plan’) for
the first 3 fiscal years that begin after the
date of submission. The triennial plan shall
specify such projects for which approval is
required under paragraph (2)(B) relating to
the construction, alteration, or acquisition
of public buildings, or the lease of office or
any other type of space, as the Adminis-
trator determines are necessary to carry out
the duties of the Administrator under this
Act or any other law.

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The triennial plan shall
include—

‘‘(i) a 5-year strategic management plan
for capital assets under the control of the
Administrator that—

‘‘(I) provides for accommodating the office
space and other public building needs of the
Federal Government; and

‘‘(II) is based on procurement mechanisms
that allow the Administrator to take advan-
tage of fluctuations in market forces affect-
ing building construction and availability;

‘‘(ii) a list—
‘‘(I) in order of priority, of each construc-

tion or acquisition (excluding lease) project
described in subparagraph (A) for which an
authorization of appropriations is—

‘‘(aa) requested for the first of the 3 fiscal
years of the triennial plan referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) (referred to in this paragraph
as the ‘first year’);

‘‘(bb) expected to be requested for the sec-
ond of the 3 fiscal years of the triennial plan
referred to in subparagraph (A) (referred to
in this paragraph as the ‘second year’); or

‘‘(cc) expected to be requested for the third
of the 3 fiscal years of the triennial plan re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) (referred to in
this paragraph as the ‘third year’); and

‘‘(II) that includes a description of each
such project and the number of square feet of
space planned for each such project;

‘‘(iii) a list of each lease or lease renewal
described in subparagraph (A) for which an
authorization of appropriations is—

‘‘(I) requested for the first year; or
‘‘(II) expected to be requested for the sec-

ond year or third year;
‘‘(iv) a list, in order of priority, of each

planned repair or alteration project de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) for which an au-
thorization of appropriations is—

‘‘(I) requested for the first year; or
‘‘(II) expected to be requested for the sec-

ond year or third year;
‘‘(v) an explanation of the basis for each

order of priority specified under clauses (ii)
and (iv);

‘‘(vi) the estimated annual and total cost
of each project requested in the triennial
plan;

‘‘(vii) a list of each public building planned
to be wholly vacated, to be exchanged for
other property, or to be disposed of during
the period covered by the triennial plan; and

‘‘(viii) requests for authorizations of appro-
priations necessary to carry out projects
listed in the triennial plan for the first year.

‘‘(C) PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION IN
PLAN.—

‘‘(i) FIRST YEAR.—In the case of a project
for which the Administrator has requested
an authorization of appropriations for the
first year, information required to be in-
cluded in the triennial plan under subpara-
graph (B) shall be presented in the form of a
prospectus that meets the requirements of
paragraph (2)(C).

‘‘(ii) SECOND YEAR AND THIRD YEAR.—

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a project
for which the Administrator expects to re-
quest an authorization of appropriations for
the second year or third year, information
required to be included in the triennial plan
under subparagraph (B) shall be presented in
the form of a project description.

‘‘(II) GOOD FAITH ESTIMATES.—
‘‘(aa) IN GENERAL.—Each reference to cost,

price, or any other dollar amount contained
in a project description referred to in sub-
clause (I) shall be considered to be a good
faith estimate by the Administrator.

‘‘(bb) EFFECT.—A good faith estimate re-
ferred to in item (aa) shall not bind the Ad-
ministrator with respect to a request for ap-
propriation of funds for a fiscal year other
than a fiscal year for which an authorization
of appropriations for the project is requested
in the triennial plan.

‘‘(cc) EXPLANATION OF DEVIATION FROM ES-
TIMATE.—If the request for an authorization
of appropriations contained in the prospec-
tus for a project submitted under paragraph
(2)(C) is different from a good faith estimate
for the project referred to in item (aa), the
prospectus shall include an explanation of
the difference.

‘‘(D) REINCLUSION OF PROJECTS IN PLANS.—If
a project included in a triennial plan is not
approved in accordance with this subsection,
or if funds are not made available to carry
out a project, the Administrator may include
the project in a subsequent triennial plan
submitted under this subsection.’’;

(F) in paragraph (2) (as designated by sub-
paragraph (B))—

(i) by inserting after ‘‘(2) PREREQ-
UISITES TO OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.—’’ the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Administrator
may not obligate funds that are made avail-
able for any project for which approval is re-
quired under subparagraph (B) unless—

‘‘(i) the project was included in the tri-
ennial plan for the fiscal year; and

‘‘(ii) a prospectus for the project was sub-
mitted to Congress and approved in accord-
ance with this paragraph.’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) PROSPECTUSES.—For the purpose of

obtaining approval of a proposed project de-
scribed in the triennial plan, the Adminis-
trator shall submit to Congress a prospectus
for the project that includes—

‘‘(i) a brief description of the public build-
ing to be constructed, altered, or acquired,
or the space to be leased, under this Act;

‘‘(ii) the location of the building to be con-
structed, altered, or acquired, or the space to
be leased, and an estimate of the maximum
cost, based on the predominant local office
space measurement system (as determined
by the Administrator), to the United States
of the construction, alteration, or acquisi-
tion of the building, or lease of the space;

‘‘(iii) in the case of a project for the con-
struction of a courthouse or other public
building consisting solely of general purpose
office space, the cost benchmark for the
project determined under subsection (d); and

‘‘(iv) in the case of a project relating to a
courthouse—

‘‘(I) as of the date of submission of the pro-
spectus, the number of—

‘‘(aa) Federal judges for whom the project
is to be carried out; and

‘‘(bb) courtrooms available for the judges;
‘‘(II) the projected number of Federal

judges and courtrooms to be accommodated
by the project at the end of the 10-year pe-
riod beginning on the date;

‘‘(III) a justification for the projection
under subclause (II) (including a specifica-
tion of the number of authorized positions,
and the number of judges in senior status, to
be accommodated);
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‘‘(IV) the year in which the courthouse in

use as of the date of submission of the pro-
spectus reached maximum capacity by hous-
ing only courts and court-related agencies;

‘‘(V) the level of security risk at the court-
house in use as of the date of submission of
the prospectus, as determined by the Direc-
tor of the Administrative Office of the Unit-
ed States Courts; and

‘‘(VI) the termination date of any lease, in
effect as of the date of submission of the pro-
spectus, of space to carry out a court-related
activity that will be affected by the
project.’’; and

(G) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) EMERGENCY AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(A) OVERRIDING INTEREST.—If the Admin-

istrator, in consultation with the Commis-
sioner of the Public Buildings Service, deter-
mines that an overriding interest requires
emergency authority to construct, alter, or
acquire a public building, or lease office or
storage space, and that the authority cannot
be obtained in a timely manner through the
triennial planning process required under
paragraph (1), the Administrator may submit
a written request for the authority to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate and the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives. The Administrator
may carry out the project for which author-
ity was requested under the preceding sen-
tence if the project is approved in the man-
ner described in paragraph (2)(B).

‘‘(B) DECLARED EMERGENCIES.—
‘‘(i) LEASE AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding

any other provision of this section, the Ad-
ministrator may enter into an emergency
lease during any period of emergency de-
clared by the President pursuant to the Rob-
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.)
or any other law, or declared by any Federal
agency pursuant to any applicable law, ex-
cept that no such emergency lease shall be
for a period of more than 5 years.

‘‘(ii) REPORTING.—As part of each triennial
plan, the Administrator shall describe any
emergency lease for which a prospectus is re-
quired under paragraph (2) that was entered
into by the Administrator under clause (i)
during the preceding fiscal year.’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(b) The’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘(b) INCREASES IN COSTS OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(1) INCREASE OF 10 PERCENT OR LESS.—

The’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) GREATER INCREASES.—If the Adminis-

trator increases the estimated maximum
cost of a project in an amount greater than
the increase authorized by paragraph (1), the
Administrator shall, not later than 30 days
after the date of the increase, notify the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate and the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives of the amount of,
and reasons for, the increase.’’;

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘(c) In the
case’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(c) RESCISSION OF APPROVAL.—In the
case’’; and

(4) by striking subsection (d) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(d) DEVELOPMENT OF COST BENCHMARKS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall

develop standard cost benchmarks for
projects for the construction of courthouses,
and other public buildings consisting solely
of general purpose office space, for which a
prospectus is required under subsection
(a)(2). The benchmarks shall consist of the
appropriate cost per square foot for low-rise,
mid-rise, and high-rise projects subject to

the various factors determined under para-
graph (2).

‘‘(2) FACTORS.—In developing the bench-
marks, the Administrator shall consider
such factors as geographic location (includ-
ing the necessary extent of seismic struc-
tural supports), the tenant agency, and nec-
essary parking facilities, and such other fac-
tors as the Administrator considers appro-
priate.’’.

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Section 11 of
the Public Buildings Act of 1959 (40 U.S.C.
610) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘SEC. 11. (a) Upon’’ and in-
serting the following:
‘‘SEC. 11. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

‘‘(a) REPORTS ON UNCOMPLETED PROJECTS.—
Upon’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(b) The Administrator’’

and inserting the following:
‘‘(b) BUILDING PROJECT SURVEYS AND RE-

PORTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator’’;
(B) in the second sentence of paragraph (1)

(as so designated), by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end the following: ‘‘, and shall
specify whether the project is included in a
5-year strategic capital asset management
plan required under section 7(a)(1)(B)(i) or a
prioritized list required under section
7(a)(1)(B)’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) INCLUSION OF REQUESTED BUILDING

PROJECTS IN TRIENNIAL PLAN.—The Adminis-
trator may include a prospectus for the fund-
ing of a public building project for which a
report is submitted under paragraph (1) in a
triennial public buildings plan required
under section 7(a)(1).’’.

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 7 of the Act (40 U.S.C. 606) is
amended by striking ‘‘Committee on Public
Works and Transportation’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure’’.

(2) Section 11(b)(1) of the Act (as amended
by subsection (b)(2)) is further amended by
striking ‘‘Committee on Public Works and
Transportation’’ and inserting ‘‘Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure’’.
SEC. 4. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ASSET MANAGE-

MENT.
Section 12 of the Public Buildings Act of

1959 (40 U.S.C. 611) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘SEC. 12. (a) The Adminis-

trator’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘SEC. 12. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ASSET MAN-

AGEMENT.
‘‘(a) DUTIES OF ADMINISTRATOR.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator’’;
(2) in subsection (a), by adding at the end

the following:
‘‘(2) REPOSITORY FOR ASSET MANAGEMENT

INFORMATION.—The Administrator shall use
the results of the continuing investigation
and survey required under paragraph (1) to
establish a central repository for the asset
management information of the Federal
Government.’’;

(3) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(b) In carrying’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(b) COOPERATION AMONG FEDERAL AGEN-

CIES.—
‘‘(1) BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.—In carrying’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘Each Federal’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(2) BY THE AGENCIES.—Each Federal’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) IDENTIFICATION AND DISPOSITION OF

UNNEEDED REAL PROPERTY.—
‘‘(A) IDENTIFICATION.—Each Federal agency

shall—
‘‘(i) identify real property that is or will

become unneeded, obsolete, or underutilized

during the 5-year period beginning on the
date of the identification; and

‘‘(ii) annually report the information on
the real property described in clause (i) to
the Administrator.

‘‘(B) DISPOSITION.—The Administrator
shall analyze more cost-effective uses for the
real property identified under subparagraph
(A) and make recommendations to the Fed-
eral agency concerning the more cost-effec-
tive uses.’’;

(4) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘(c) When-
ever’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(c) IDENTIFICATION OF BUILDINGS OF HIS-
TORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, AND CULTURAL SIG-
NIFICANCE.—Whenever’’; and

(5) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘(d) The
Administrator’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(d) REGARD TO COMPARATIVE URGENCY OF
NEED.—The Administrator’’.
SEC. 5. ADDRESSING LONG-TERM GOVERNMENT

HOUSING NEEDS.
(a) REPORT ON LONG-TERM HOUSING

NEEDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this Act and the
end of each 2-year period thereafter, the head
of each Federal agency (as defined in section
13(3) of the Public Buildings Act of 1959 (40
U.S.C. 612(3))) shall review and report to the
Administrator of General Services (referred
to in this Act as the ‘‘Administrator’’) on the
long-term housing needs of the agency. The
Administrator shall consolidate the agency
reports and submit a consolidated report to
Congress.

(2) ASSISTANCE AND UNIFORM STANDARDS.—
The Administrator shall—

(A) assist each agency in carrying out the
review required under paragraph (1); and

(B) prepare uniform standards for housing
needs for—

(i) executive agencies (as defined in section
13(4) of the Public Buildings Act of 1959 (40
U.S.C. 612(4))); and

(ii) establishments in the judicial branch
of the Federal Government.

(b) REDUCTION IN AGGREGATE OFFICE AND
STORAGE SPACE.—By the end of the third fis-
cal year that begins after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Federal agencies re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1) shall, to the
maximum extent practicable, collectively
reduce by not less than 10 percent the aggre-
gate office and storage space used by the
agencies (regardless of whether the space is
leased or owned) on the date of enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 6. DESIGN GUIDES AND STANDARDS FOR

COURT ACCOMMODATIONS.
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the Direc-
tor of the Administrative Office of the Unit-
ed States Courts, shall submit a report to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate and the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives that specifies the
characteristics of court accommodations
that are essential to the provision of due
process of law and the safe, fair, and efficient
administration of justice by the Federal
court system.

(b) DESIGN GUIDES AND STANDARDS.—
(1) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Administrator, in consultation with the Di-
rector of the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts and after notice and
opportunity for comment, shall develop de-
sign guides and standards for Federal court
accommodations based on the report submit-
ted under subsection (a). In developing the
design guides and standards, the Adminis-
trator shall consider space efficiency and the
appropriate standards for furnishings.
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(2) USE.—Notwithstanding section 462 of

title 28, United States Code, the design
guides and standards developed under para-
graph (1) shall be used in the design of court
accommodations.
SEC. 7. DESIGN OF FEDERAL COURTHOUSES.

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act establishing a
Commission on Fine Arts’’, approved May 17,
1910 (36 Stat. 371, chapter 243; 40 U.S.C. 104),
is amended by inserting after the second sen-
tence the following: ‘‘It shall be the duty of
the commission, not later than 60 days after
submission of a conceptual design to the
commission for a Federal courthouse at any
place in the United States, to provide advice
on the design, including an evaluation of the
ability of the design to express the dignity,
enterprise, vigor, and stability of the Amer-
ican Government appropriately and within
the accepted standards of courthouse de-
sign.’’.

f

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 17, 1996

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
9:30 a.m. on Friday, May 17; further,
that immediately following the prayer,
the Journal of the proceedings be
deemed approved to date, no resolu-
tions come over under the rule, the call
of the calendar be dispensed with, the
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, and the Senate then resume con-
sideration of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57, the budget resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROGRAM

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, tomorrow
the Senate will resume consideration
of the budget resolution. Senators are
expected to offer amendments to the
resolution on Friday and Monday. Any
votes ordered on those amendments on
those days will be ordered to occur on
Tuesday.

Therefore, for the information of all
Senators, no rollcall votes will occur
on Friday or Monday. However, Sen-

ators are encouraged to offer their
amendments prior to Tuesday, in that
it is the intention of the leadership to
complete action on the budget on Tues-
day.
f

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 4355(a), appoints
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
KOHL], from the Committee on Appro-
priations, to the Board of Visitors of
the U.S. Military Academy, vice the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID].
f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I now ask that the Senate
stand in adjournment as under the pre-
vious order.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 11:18 p.m.,
adjourned until Friday, May 17, 1996, at
9:30 a.m..
f

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate May 16, 1996:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J. RENÉ JOSEY, OF SOUTH CAROLINA, TO BE U.S. AT-
TORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA FOR
THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS VICE J. PRESTON STROM, JR.,
RESIGNED.

f

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive Nominations Confirmed by

the Senate May 16, 1996:
IN THE AIR FORCE

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BRIAN H. BENE-
DICT, AND ENDING DANIEL K. ROBERTS, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 20, 1996.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MICHAEL G.
COLANGELO, AND ENDING JOHN J. BARLETTANO, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 20,
1996.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RYAN C. BERRY,
AND ENDING GERALD T. YAP, WHICH NOMINATIONS

WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 19, 1996.

IN THE ARMY

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RALPH G. BENSON,
AND ENDING JESSE L. THORNTON, WHICH NOMINATIONS
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 1, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WESLEY S. ASHTON,
AND ENDING VALERIE E. HOLMES, WHICH NOMINATIONS
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 25, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ANDRE B. ABADIE,
AND ENDING STEVEN PAUL ZYNDA, WHICH NOMINATIONS
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 26, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATION OF MARK H. LAUBER, WHICH NOMI-
NATION WAS RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JEFFERY DOOTSON,
AND ENDING JON E. SCHIFF, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DANIEL BOLAS, AND
ENDING PAUL S. DARBY, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RE-
CEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RICHARD R. ECKERT,
AND ENDING ROBERT S. KNAPP, WHICH NOMINATIONS
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ERNEST R. ADKINS,
AND ENDING JAMES C. ROBERTSON, JR., WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RAYMOND A.
CONSTABILE, AND ENDING NEIL W. AHLE, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15,
1996.

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WILLIAM E. ACKER-
MAN, AND ENDING MYRNA E. ZAPATA, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MICHAEL C.
ALBANO, AND ENDING RICHARD C. ZILMER, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 20,
1996.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WILLIAM S.
AITKEN, AND ENDING DOUGLAS P. YUROVICH, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 20,
1996.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOEL H.
BERRY, III, AND ENDING WAYNE R. STEELE, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15,
1996.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CRAIG R.
ABELE, AND ENDING PAUL E. ZAMBELLI, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 9, 1996.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CARLTON W.
ADAMS, AND ENDING DONALD C. PROGRAIS, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 9, 1996.

IN THE NAVY

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DAVID L. AAMODT,
AND ENDING SCHON M. ZWAKMAN, WHICH NOMINATIONS
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 15, 1996.
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